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Current Topics. 


The Land Transfer Commission. 

By THE death of Sir C. M. WarmiNeTON, K.C., a vacancy has 
arisen in the Land Transfer Commission. It is to be hoped 
that the Lord Chancellor will avail himself of the opportunity to 
remedy to some extent the unfair composition of the Commission 
by appointing in the place of the late member some practising 
solicitor, expert in conveyancing. 


The New Land Transfer Rules. 

WE May be permitted to draw the special attention of our 
readers and the authorities. to the article on the New Land 
Transfer Rules which we print elsewhere, on the ground that it is 
not the work of an enemy to the Land Registry, but comes from 
the pen of one of the few eminent real property lawyers who are 


registration of title. 


The City of London Solicitors’ Company. 

AN INTERESTING event is forthcoming in relation to this newly- 
formed association. The inaugural dinner is to take place on the 
21st of January at the Mansion House, by ifiVitation of the Lord 
Mayor, who, together with the Sheriffs, will attend. The guest of 
the evening will be the Lord Chief Justice, and other distinguished 
persons are expected to be present. 


The late Sir C. M. Warmington, K.C. 

THE DEATH of this well-known member of the bar, on 
Saturday last, came as a shock to his brethren at Lincoln’s-inn, 
his illness not having been generally known. When he retired 
from court work in February last he retained his chamber practice, 
including arbitrations, well it was hoped that for many years 
he would be able to transact this less strenuous part of his 
former work. But his health had been worn down by nearly forty 
years’ practice, and he only survived a few months to enjoy his 
unwonted leisure. His career is a remarkable exemplification of 
the effect of sheer ability and energy in helping a man to a fore- 
most place in that most democratic institution—the English bar. 
When after five years’ practice as a solivitor he betook himself to 
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favourable to the establishment of a well-considered system of | 
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the other branch of the profession—winning the studentship in 
1868—he had no advantage in the shape of university training, 
or, indeed, much education of any kind; he had no wealthy 
relatives and few “solicitorial ” connections to push him on. 
Yet he managed to secure a leading practice as a junior 
in the Chancery courts; survived the perilous operation of 
taking silk ; dominated Mr. Justice KEkKEWICH with ‘his forcible 
and loudly-expressed arguments, and finally took his place as one 
of the leading “specials.” How was this attained? We imagine 
mainly by a singular faculty for picking out the material points of 
a case and an almost instinctive perception of the application to 
them of the law. He had little fancy for grubbing among 
decisions ; it was enough for him to reduce his facts to some 
well-established principle. It was said of him when a junior that 
his opinions were almost bare of citation of cases. 


Undertakings by Solicitors. 

A Few days ago a judge of the High Court, referring to the 
law with regard to the taxation of solicitors’ bills of costs, said the 
system was archaic. The remark is true of other branches of the 
law relating to solicitors besides taxation, and it is certainly 
oppiicable to the law with regard to the personal liability of 
solicitors on their undertakings. We think we are right in saying 
that there has been no decision on the point for the last fifty years 
until the recent case of Re C. & Co. (reported ante, p. 119). In that 
case the solicitors, in consideration of the adjournment of a 
summons before a police magistrate, undertook “on behalf of our 
clients ” to apply for a cross-summons to be heard on the same 
day as the adjourned summons and “ to pay whatever balance may 
be adjudged by the magistrate to be due to your clients.” The 
solicitors subsequently wrote that they did not propose to resist 
the plaintiff's claim or to offer any evidence on the cross-summons. 
Accordingly, an order for payment was made on the hearing of 
the summons. The plaintiff thereupon claimed payment 
from the solicitors pursuant to their undertaking. The 
solicitors refused payment on the ground that they only gave the 
undertaking on behalf of their client and not as a personal under- 

i RiDLey, J., held that the undertaking was not personal ; 
but on appeal the Divisional Court held that it was, and that if 
it did not mean that the solicitors were to pay the amount, it 
meant nothing, because the client was of course liable to pay, and 
it was clear that the plaintiff was to get something which otherwise 
he would not have got. The decision shews that it is not enough 
for a solicitor to undertake expressly on behalf of his client in 


' order to escape liability—at least where he undertakes to do some 


act which the client is legally bound to perform. It follows that 
in all cases where there is room for doubt the solicitor should be 
careful to frame the document in such a way as to make it clear 
beyond the possibility of doubt that no personal undertaking by 
him was intended. 


Application for Registration by Purchasers, 

A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, raises 
several questions as to the effect of the new Land Transfer Rules 
whieh are to come into operation on the Ist of January. The 
first is noticed in a leading article. The answer to the second 
question—Does rule 21 mean that the vendor's consent in writing 
will in future be necessary in every case of an application for 
registration by a purchaser !—is in the affirmative. he rule says 
so explicitly. “When the application ... is made by a pur- 
chaser, the consent in writing of the . . . vendor or his solicitor 
shall be delivered with the application.” But this is not new. 
It is a repetition of the last clause of the present rule 18, and a 
reference to section 5 (1) of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, suggests 
that the “purchaser” referred to in the rule is one who has not 
completed his purchase. Under the section referred to any person 
who has contracted to buy the fee simple in land can apply for 
registration as proprictor, but the section concludes with the pro- 
viso that in such a case the vendor must consent to the appli- 
cation. The present rule 18 probably refers only to such a pur- 
chaser, and where the purchase-money has been paid the consent 
of the vendor is no longer required. Thus the rule has not the 
effect, which prima facie might be attributed to it, of requiring an 


money has been paid he applies for registration as owner, not ag 
purchaser. Before it has been paid, of course he ought not to be 


21 follows section 5 (1) in providing accordingly. The rule might 
with convenience have been expressed so as to shew exactly what 
is meant by the word “ purchaser,” but, interpreted in the above 
manner—which apparently is the construction placed on it in the 
Land istry (Brickdale and Sheldon’s Land Transfer Acts 
(2nd ed.), p. 371)—it has statutory authority, and this is more 
than can be said for some of the new rules. 


Solicitors’ Remuneration under the New Land 
Transfer Rules. 

THE THIRD of our correspondent’s questions touches solicitors 
remuneration under the new Land Transfer Rules, and is more 
difficult to answer. Rule 336 of the present rules regulates this 
remuneration in regard to registration of land and transactions in 
the registry under the following heads: (A) registration with 
absolute title ; (B) registration with a possessory title ; (C) trans. 
fers and charges on the register. There are various subsidiary 
paragraphs, and finally paragraph J provides that “in all trans- 
actions, the remuneration for which is not hereby provided for, 
the Remuneration Order, 1882, excepting Part I. of Schedule 1. 
to that order, shall regulate the remuneration of the solicitor.” 
The new rules abrogate paragraphs A and B, and substitute a 
new paragraph B which does not touch registration of land 
with a possessory title at all, but only the conversion of a possessory 
into an absolute title. This means that there is nothing correspond- 
ing to the present paragraph B, and consequently rule 336, as 
altered, makes no express provision for the remuneration of a solicitor 
concerned in the original registration of either absolute or posses- 
sory titles. But paragraph J is untouched, and this seems to cover 
the case. After the Ist of January the remuneration of solicitors 
in respect of the matters in question will not be provided for 
by the earlier paragraphs of rule 336. Hence paragraph J will 
apply—though our correspondent appears to think this doubtful— 
and the remuneration will be under the Remuneration Order, ex- 
cluding the ad valorem scale. This is to the same effect as the pre- 
sent paragraph A where application for a registration with absolute 
title is made after a purchase, and possibly the new provision will 
work beneficially. But the draftsman of the alterations cannot be 
congratulated on the shape which rule 336 as amended will 
assume. It is singular that the most important work in connection 
with registration should be left to the chance provision of a general 
rule, only designed to sweep in miscellaneous or forgotten cases. 


U 


Posthumous Illegitimate Children. 

ONE OF the peculiarities of the Workmen’s Compensation Act; 
1906, as was noticed by the Master of the Rolls in Schofield v. 
Orrell Colliery Co. (ante, p. 117), is that an illegitimate child is for 
many purposes treated as a legitimate child. Whether the usual 
strictness of the law has done any good for the cause of morality 
at all comparable to the hardship which it has inflicted on illegiti- 
mate children may perhaps be doubted ; but the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1906, recognizes that as regards the fact of ‘“ depen- 
dency ” and the necessity of support, there is no difference between 
a legitimate and an illegitimate child. Under the definition 
clause (section 13) “dependants,” for whose benefit the compensa- 
tion is to be applied in case of injury resulting in death, 
means “such of the members of the na hen family as were 
wholly or in part dependent upon the earnings of the workman 
at the time of his death”; and an illegitimate child is ex- 
pressly included. In the above case the question was raised 
whether a posthumous illegitimate child could take the benefit of 
the compensation. There was no donbt as to the fact of paternity. 
This was acknowledged, and arrangements kad been made for 
the marriage of the parents on the 21st of December, 1907. 
The father was accidentally killed in the course of his employ- 
ment on the 10th of December. ‘The child was born in March, 
1908. It has already been decided in Williams v. Ocean Colliery 
Co, (1907, 2 K. B. 422) that a posthumous legitimate child is 
entitled to the benefit of the compensation, and since 
the Act places legitimate and illegitimate children in the same 





owner who derives title as a purchaser to go back to his vendor to 
obtain consent to registration of the title. When the purchase- 


position as regards “ dependency,” a similar benefit can hardly he 
refused to the illegitimate child. The legal dependency may be 





able to get on the register without the vendor’s consent, and rule - 
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somewhat different, and before the father of an illegitimate child 
can be held liable for its support, an affiliation order is necessary. 
But that is only a matter of proving paternity. Where paternity 
js established, whether by admission of the father during his life or 
otherwise, the child ranks as a dependant, and the fact that he is 

thumous weighs no more against him when he is illegitimate 
than when he is legitimate. In either case there is the difficulty 
that he is not at the date of death actually dependent on the father, 
but this is got over by the rule which treats the child en ventre sa 
mere as actually born when such a course is for his benefit. 


The Procedure at a Trial for Felony in Italy. 


Some OF the incidents in the trial of the brigand SALAMONE, 
which is now proceeding before the Court of Assizes at Perugia, 
will appear reg to those who are only acquainted with the 
procedure of the anglish courts. The charges are of the most 
serious character, and the prisoner, who is regarded with great 
interest by all classes of the population, appears to have been 
allowed to converse with some of the audience and to make 
comments upon his portrait in an illustrated paper, a copy of which 
he held in his hand. The President having taken his seat at 
10.30. a.m., it appeared that two jurors, Messrs. GARRIPOLI and 
REALI, were absent. A medical certificate was produced stating 
that REALI was suffering from a liver complaint. The President, 
without dealing with the absence of GARRIPOLI, the other juror, 
adjourned the court till 3 p.m. In the interval SALAMONE smoked 
a cigarette which was offered to him by those engaged in the 
defence. At 3 p.m. the trial was ome § when GARRIPOLI was 
present, explaining that his train had been delayed. The other 
juror, REALI, was still absent, and the President hinted that it 
might be necessary to adjourn the trial till the next day. The fore- 
man of the jury observed that REALI had been unwell since,the begin- 
ning of the trial, and some days might elapse before he would be 
well enough to attend. On the other hand, the advocate for FALSONE, 
who was tried with SALAMONE, objected to any adjournment and 
asked that another juror should be sworn in place of REALI. The 
President finally directed that a medical officer should proceed to 
the residence of REALI at Montone, and bring back a report as to 
his health, and he adjourned the court till the next day to await 
this report. The English practice upon a trial for felony, of keep- 
ing jurors together till they discharge themselves by giving a 
verdict, was criticized as being barbarous and old-fashioned, and it 
was enacted by the Juries Detention Act, 1897, that the court in its 
discretion might allow them to separate, but the proceedings of 
the court of Perugia seem to shew that, where a prisoner is upon 
his trial for the gravest crimes, there is nothing to prevent an 
Italian jury from being shadowed, and unduly influenced, by those 
whose interest it is to procure a disagreement among them. 


Enforcing Foreign Judgments. 

AN IMPORTANT decision has been given by PICKFORD, J., as 
to what is meant by the “ voluntary” appearance of a British 
subject before a foreign tribunal: Gaboriauv David Maxwell & Co. 
(Times, Dee. 12). The defendants were agricultural imple- 
ment makers carrying on business in London and Canada, and 
were not resident or domiciled in France. The plaintiffs were a 
French company who had agreed to purchase from the defendants 
certain agricultural implements. Some of the goods were landed 
at Havre, but were not accepted, and disputes having 
arisen as to whether the contract had been fulfilled or not, the 
plaintiffs brought an action in the French courts at Paris and 
obtained judgment by default. The plaintiffs then applied to the 
court at Havre, and were about to levy execution on the 
defendants’ goods (the machines landed at the docks) when the 
defendants put in an appearance and contended that the French 
courts had no jurisdiction to deal with their s. This conten- 
tion did not avail, and the ls were séi The defence now 
urged before Pickrorp, J., was that the appearance in the 
French action was only put in to protect the defendants’ 
“sa from seizure and was an involuntary appearance, and 

erefore not a submission to the jurisdiction of the French 
court. Pickrorp, J., gave judgment for the plaintiffs, on the 
ground that the appearance of the defendants in the French pro- 
ceedings was voluntary, and that they were bound by the foreign 
judgment. The judge is reported to hive said that “ there was no 





case, so far as he was aware, which says that an appearance to 

protect goods which are in the possession of a foreign court is any- 

thing but a voluntary appearance.” This is hardly a satisfactory 

statement of the law on this difficult point. The court of Queen’s 

Bench said, in Schibsby v. Westenholtz (L. R. 6 Q. B., at p. 162): 

“ We think it better to leave this question open, and to express no 

opinion as to the effect of the appearance of a defendant, where it is 

so far not voluntary that he only comes in to try and save some 
property in the hands of the foreign tribunal.” This 6 was 
cited and explainedin a case before the Court of Appeal which does 
not seem to have been cited before PICKFORD, J.—Voinet v. Barrett 
(55 L. J. Q. B. 39)—and Lord EsHer said: “This sentence 
clearly means that an appearance which would otherwise be 
voluntary is not treated as voluntary if it is only made 
in order to save property which is in the hands of a 
foreign tribunal . . . if a defendant enters an appearance before 
any property has been seized, such an appearance may be a volun- 
tary appearance.” In Voinet v. Barrett there was no question of 
any specific property being in danger of seizure ; ‘the mere fear 
that things which may be afterwards carried into the foreign 
country will be seized is not pressure which will prevent an appear- 
ance from being voluntary.” Now, in the present case there was no 
mere fear that some indefinite property in the future might be 
seized; on the other hand the = had not actually been seized, 
and so were not actually in the hands of the foreign tribunal. But 
these goods were on the — eve of being eink and in as much 
jeopardy as though they had been in the possession of the foreign 
court, for a specific application regarding them had been made to 
the Havre court. It 1s submi that it is by no means settled 
law that an appearance, put in to stave off proceedings already 
commenced for seizing specific property, is to be regarded as 
voluntary, and that the principle laid down in Voinet v. Barrett 
may yet be held by the Court of Appeal to extend to circumstances 
such as were disclosed in Gaboriau v. David Maxwell & Co. 


Personal Luggage of Passengers by Railway. 


QUESTIONS as to whether articles belonging toa passenger by 
railway come within the description of “personal | have 
often been considered by the — courts, and it might be 
thought that the cases had laid down a satisfactory principle for 
determining these questions. The rule appears to be that whatever 
the passenger takes with him for his ] use or convenience, 
according to the habits or wants of the class to which he belongs, 
either with reference to the immediate necessities or the ultimate 

urpose of his journey, must be considered as personal luggage. 

ut uncertainties will always arise in the application of 
this rule. Many persons will find it difficult to understand 
why the easel of the artist on a sketching tour should be con- 
sidered to be within, and the bicycle of an ordinary passenger to 
be excluded from, the definition of what is luggage. But we 
may take it as having been settled that will be had to 
changes in the habits of those who travel by English railways, 
and that if people are now in the habit of carrying things about 
with them which they did not carry about forty or fifty years 
ago, such as a bath, that will not prevent it from being personal 
luggage. The plaintiff in an action which has just been deter- 
mined in the Marylebone County Court had sefit a Gladstone bag 
on a journey by the Great Western Railway, and when it was 
delivered it was found that a bottle of hairwash and two bottles of 
medicine were broken. In an action against the company, they 
contended that ee bottles could not pacar oh - 
sonal lu 2.” The ju ve judgment for the plaintiff, 
we thin ‘that his soiniee oil Shiai the approval of higher 
courts. It may be true that the articles in question are not such 
as are often carried by passengers on journeys by railway, but 
they are essentially articles of personal convenience, and not 
articles designed for other such as sale or the like. 
And it should be remembered personal use and convenience 
must be considered according to the wants of the particular class 
of travellers on the journey. 
Debenture-holders and Their Trustees. 


THE WRITER of an article in one of the commercial iodicals 
draws attention to the d caused to de when 





the trustees for securing their debentures or debenture stock 
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are also directors of the company. When a company has 
issued two series of debentures and is unable to pay interest on 
the second series out of profits, but has recourse to its capital assets 
for the purpose, it is clear that the security of all the debenture- 
holders, as well of the first as of the second series, is impaired, since 
their security usually consists in part of a floating charge over the 
concern. Trustees for debenture-holders are appointed largely for 
the purpose of protecting their interests when these critical questions 
arise, and it is sometimes provided in the trust deed that the security 
is to be enforceable “if at any time it appears from the balance-sheet, 
or the trustee shall certify in writing, that in his opinion the 
liabilities of the company exceed its assets, and that the further 
prosecution of the business will endanger the security of the 
debenture-holders.” It must be obvious that when the business of 
a@ company is declining the time has come for those who are 
charged with the duty of looking after the rights and interests of 
the debenture-holders to take action to prevent the security from 
being impaired. But trustees who are also directors and responsible 
for the management of the company are naturally unwilling to 
take the necessary action, and may be disposed to conceal the 
difficulties of the undertakers. Although we do not recall in our 
experience any instance of evil results from the double capacity 
of the debenture trust deed trustees, it does not seem right that 
a man should attempt to serve two masters in this way, and 
possibly the next new Companies Act may prohibit a combination 
of two offices which may easily lead to a divergence of interests. 


Woman Suffrage. 


AS LONG AGO as 1868 it was decided by the Court of Common 
Pleas that women are subject to a legal incapacity from voting at 
the election of members of Parliament : Chorlton v. Lings (L. R. 4 
C. P. 374). In that case the meaning of the word “ man” in the 
Representation of the People Act, 1867, and the effect of Lord 
Brougham’s Act on words importing the masculine gender, were fully 
considered. Chorlton v. Lings was an appeal from the revising 
barrister for the borough of Manchester, in which the appeals 
of 5,346 other women (who had claimed to be placed on the 
register) were consolidated. The “suffragettes” of the present 
day are frequently heard to express the opinion that Chorlton v. 
Lings was v-rongly decided. The House of Lords has now, how- 
ever, in effect, affirmed it. Nairn v. University Court of the 
University of St. Andrews was an appeal from the Scottish courts, 
who had rejected the claim of the appellants (five lady graduates 
of the University of St. Andrews) to be placed on the roll of par- 
liamentary electors for the Universities of St. Andrews and Edin- 
burgh. The case was argued by two of the appellants in person, 
but the respondents were not called upon. The case against the 
women can really be put in a nutshell, and the gist of the Lord 
Chancellor’s speech may be said to be contained in one short sen- 
tence: “No authentic and plain case of a woman giving a vote 
was brought before your lordships.” That settles the historical 
argument, and Chorlton v. Lings settled the argument from con- 
struction of Acts of Parliament. 








The New Land Transfer Rules. 


ATTENTION has already been called in this journal both to the 
evils of the new Land Transfer Rules and also to the large 
increase of fees on first registration provided for by the Land 
Transfer Fee Order, 1908. We desire in this article to call atten- 
tion to a special and most serious inconvenience arising under the 
first mentioned rules. 

Rule 19 provides that— 


“ The application shall (unless the Registrar shall other- 
wise direct) be accompanied by 

(i) all such original deeds and documents relating to the 
title as the applicant has in his possession or under his con- 
trol, including opinions of counsel, abstracts of title, contracts 
for or conditions of sale, requisitions, replies, and other like 
documents, in regard to the title, and 


_ (ii) @ copy or sufficient abstract of the latest document of 
title, not being a document of record . . . and a list in dupli 





cate of all documents delivered at the Registry shall be Je 
with the documents.” 
It is not easy to see how it would be possible to devise a scheng 
which would cause more inconvenience, risk, delay and! 
to the applicant, and it should be observed that it applies 
applications for registration with possessory title. 








As to the inconvenience. There is no limit placed on the tim 
during which the Registrar may keep the deposited documents, 
that, under rule 47, which provides, in effect, that on completiong 
the registration the documents are to be handed back to the a 
cant. It must be remembered that so long as they are retained jp 
the Registry it will be impossible for the applicant to deal with hiy 
land. Probably the rules in question are framed on the rules of 1903 
with respect to applications for absolute title, but it appears to hay 
been forgotten that no one is obliged to apply for absolute title, and 
that no person would do so who intended to deal with his land 
before the registration was completed ; while, on the other hand 
under the new rules every person purchasing land or taking a] 
lease of land in London is practically forced to apply for registration 
whether he wishes to deal with the land at once or not and to 
deposit his deeds and abstracts at the Registry. 

It is a common practice for a purchaser to raise part of the pur 
chase-money by mortgage. This money has to be paid at the time 
of the conveyance to him. Under the proposed rule no mortgagee 
can safely advance his money, as he will not obtain possession of 
the deeds till the completion of the registration. 

As the rule requires the purchaser to deliver up all the documents 
relating to his title, he will be unable to ascertain the covenants by 
which he is bound, or to the benefit of which he is entitled. This 
is a matter of great importance in the case of building estates, and 
practically will render it difficult for the purchaser to erect any 
buildings or to prevent his neighbours from breaking ther 
covenants. 

As to therisk. There is always a risk of deeds being lost wher 
they are moved about ; the mere fact of their being taken out of the 
box containing them is somewhat dangerous, unless some person 
stands by whose duty it is to see that they are replaced. When 
the deeds are deposited in the Registry, there is no power to the 
purchaser to attend when they are taken out of the deed box and 
to see that they are replaced. This is not an imaginary risk : many 
of our readers must know of cases where deeds have been lost with- 
out the slightest suspicion of fraud. We have known of a case 
where deeds were lost owing to the solicitor in whose charge they 
were changing his office to other rooms in the same building, and in 
another case the missing deeds were eventually found loose ina 
disused attic, no one being able to guess how they got there. 

Neither the Act nor the rules contain any provision for the 
indemnity out of the insurance fund of an applicant in case of 
loss or theft or destruction of his documents ; and, having regard 
to section 86 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, it is probable that no 
action for loss or destruction of the documents will lie against 
the Registrar. We may also point out that the rule contains no 
provision that a receipt for the documents deposited in the 
Registry should be given to the applicant—an omission which 
may lead to serious inconvenience. 

There is another, and a very serious, risk. It is sometimes for- 
gotten that, where a man is registered with absolute title and a 
mistake is made, another man is deprived of his property. It 
may be argued that a man losing his property in this manner 
would be entitled to indemnity out of the insurance fund, but this 
is very doubtful. A person is not entitled to indemnity where he 
has substantially contributed to the loss “by his . . . neglector 
default, and the omission to register a sufficient caution . . . to 
protect a mortgage by deposit or other equitable interest shall be 
deemed neglect within the meaning of this sub-section” : Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, 8. 7 (1). It is quite possible that neglect to 
enter a caution against first registration, or neglect to answer 
advertisements issued prior to registration, may be held to be 
negligence within the meaning of the Act, and if this is the case, 
many people will lose their property. 

It appears from rule 39 that every title is to be examined, 90 
that it will be practically impossible fer the Registrar, or the assist- 
ant registrar, to examine all the titles. It follows that, unless the 
title is sent for the opinion of one of the examiners mentioned ig 
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rule 313, it will have to be examined by one of the minor officials. 
Foraught we know they may be first-ratereal property lawyers, but 
in all probability they are not persons of wide experience, and we 
feel very strongly that it is not right to allow a person to examine 
for the purpose of an absolute title unless he has obtained the 
confidence of the profession. We may add that, under rule 27, 
where land is proposed to be registered with absolute title, and 
has been registered with possessory title for six years, the first pro- 
prietor having been a purchaser on sale, the examination of title 
may be modified as the Registrar shall think fit—language which 
appears to permit him to make a perfunctory examination. 

As to delay. We have already pointed out that the fact of 
having to deliver all documents of title to the Registrar will 
render it very difficult, if not impossible, for a purchaser to 
borrow money on mortgage for the purpose of paying his purchase- 
money. It appears from rule 39 that every title, even where the 
application is for registration with possessory title only, is to be 
examined in the office. It is clear that this will cause delay, and 
therefore an additional difficulty in the case of mortgages. A 
purchaser investigates and is satisfied with his vendor's title ; his 
intending mortgagee is also satisfied with the title. Why should 
the title be again investigated in the registry? It appears to us 
that this is a mere waste of work, and as the office has to be paid 
for performing it, it necessitates the additional fee provided by 
the new fee rules. The mere fact of the examination in the office 
(which, as we have pointed out, is absolutely useless to the purchaser) 
must of itself cause delay, and we cannot see why a purchaser or 
mortgagee who has had the title examined by his own solicitor, 
and if necessary by counsel in whom he has confidence, should be 
forced to allow it to be examined over again by officials in whom 
he may not have confidence. One of two things will happen. If 
the office has so large a staff that long delay does not tale place, 
the officials will during a great part of the year have nothing to 
do; or, on the other hand, if, as we fear may be the case, a desire 
for economy keeps the staff small, the delays will cause great 
inconvenience and loss. 

As to the expense. It clearly must cost more to take all the docu- 
ments of title to the Registry than for the Registrar to send a 
person to inspect them, according to the usual practice on purchases 
of land. Where land is purchased by order of the court, the title 
is examined most strictly, unless, under very special circumstances, 
the judge directs to the contrary ; but the deeds are not ordered 
to be given up until completion —the solicitor of the person having 
the conduct of the proceedings examines the deeds with the 
abstract in the same manner as if the purchase were not made by 
order of the court, and makes an affidavit of the result of his 
search. Surely the Land Registry might be content with a 
re which is adopted by the court, and which, so far as we 

now, has never caused inconvenience. 

While we are of opinion that the rules we have referred to are 
most oppressive, both on the grounds of risk, expense and delay, we 
fear, having regard to the composition of the Land Transfer Rule Com- 
mittee, that there is some good reason, which we are unable to see, for 
making them. There are at least three members of the Land Transfer 
Rule Committee who must be familiar with conveyancing practice. 
No doubt it must be some years since the learned judge who presides 
over the deliberations of the committee has drawn a conveyance, 
but, from the nature of the cases that come before him, he must be 
aware of the vast importance of having possession of the title deeds 
to the land. One would have thought that the presence on the 
committee of one of the Conveyancing Counsel to the Chancery Divi- 
sion and of a member of the Council of the Law Society would have 
prevented the passing of a rule which causes serious interference with 
the ordinary conveyancing practice and such great inconvenience to 
purchasers of land. We ought not to ask the members of the 
committee to give their reasons for their action. It is perhaps, 
under existing circumstances, impossible to induce any member of 
the House of Commons to bring the matter before that House, but 
we hope that some member of the House of Lords will put a question 
in the House so as to enable the Lord Chancellor to give his reasons 
for making the rules. 

The question now arises, what is to be done where a purchaser of 
unregistered land in a compulsory district wishes to raise part of his 

urchase-money on mortgage. If the land is already in mortgage, 
the best plan will be to take a transfer to the intending mortgagee ; 


if it is not in mortgage, it will be desirable to take a mortgage from 
the vendor to the —e prior to the conveyance to the purchaser : 
see the form 2 K. & E. (8th ed.), p. 923. 








Covenants with Persons who are 
Not Parties to the Deed. 


THE interesting question raised in Forster v. Elvet Colliery Co. 
(1908, 1 K. B. 629), as to the right of persons who are not partied 
to a deed to sue on the covenants contained in it, has been before 
the House of Lords—Dyson v. Forster (Times, 14th inst.)—and 
the decision of the Court of Appeal has been affirmed. This isin 
accordance with the judgment originally given by Rrp.ey, J., in 
favour of the plaintiffs at the Durham Assizes in June, 1907. Prior 
to the Real Property Act, 1845 (8 & Y Vict. c. 106), the only 
parties who could sue upon the covenants contained in a deed 
inter partes were the parties to the deed and persons claiming 
through them. And similarly one who was not a party could not 
take any present right of property under it. ‘ Where there is such 
a deed as is technically wiedeand inter partes—that is, a deed pur- 
porting to be between the persons who are named in it as executing 
the same, and not, as some deeds are, general to ‘all people’— 
the immediate operation of the deed is to be confined to those persons 
who are parties to it ; no stranger to it can take under it —_ by 
way of remainder, nor can any stranger sue upon any of the 
covenants it contains”: per Lord ELLENBOROUGH, C.J., in Sforer v. 
Gordo (3 M. & §., p. 322). To remedy the inconvenience caused 
by this technicality, section 5 of the Property Act, 1845, 
provided that “under an indenture executed after the Ist of 
October, 1845, an immediate estate or interest in any tenements 
or hereditaments, and the benefit of a condition or covenant 
respecting any tenements or hereditaments, may be taken, 
although the taker thereof be not named a party to the same 
indenture.” 

In Dyson v. Forster (supra), or, as the case is reported in the 
Court of Appeal, Forster v. Elvet Colliery Co., the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners, who were entitled to certain seams of coal in the 
county of Durham, but not to the surface land, demised the coal 
to THomAS CRAWFORD for a term of thirty years from the 28th 
of September, 1884, and took from him a covenant which was 
intended to protect the surface against damage from the work- 
ing of the coal. So far as material, the covenant was as follows: 
The lessee hereby covenants with the lessors, and as separate 
covenants with other the owner or owners, occupier or 
occupiers, for the time being of the said lands, that the lessee 
will pay to the lessors and-.other the covenantees or the 
covenantee compensation for all damage occasioned by the 
lessee in working the demised seam of coal. The original lessee 
entered and carried on upon the premises the Elvet Colliery, and 
on his death, in 1887, the colliery passed under a devise in his will 
to trustees. The trustees eons B it till 1896, when, with the 
consent of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, the lease was assigned 
to the Elvet Colliery Co. (Limited). The company worked the coal 
until it went into ii uidation in July, 1907. In January and 
November, 1906, subsidences took place, causing considerable 
damage to buildings on the surface, and numerdts claims for com- 
pensation were made by surface owners, and actions were 
commenced to enforce them. The plaintiffs in the nt action 
were the trustees and devisees of the will of Joun Forster, who 
was the owner of a portion of the surface land prior to and at 
the date of the mineral lease. In three other actions, in which 
appeals were heard at the same time by the House of Londs, the 
plaintiffs had acquired their title to of the surface subse- 

uently to the lease. But nothing seems to have turned on this 

istinction. The question was whether the plaintiffs in these 
several actions were entitled to the benefit of the covenant above 
referred to. The actions were against the company, and also 
against the trustees and executors of the will of THoMas 
CRAWFORD. 

This question depended, in the first place, on the effect to be 

iven to section 5 of the Real Property Act, 1845. Apart from 
that Act the plaintiffs had no remedy on the covenant. Neither 
ies to the deed. But the 





they nor their predecessors in title were parti¢ | 
section is subject to two qualifications, one imposed upon it by its 
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own language, and one which has been imposed on it by judicial 
construction. For a stranger to take the benefit of a covenant 
under the section it must be one “respecting any tenements or 
hereditaments.” Moreover, it was held by JEssEL, M.R., in Kelsey 
v. Dodd (52 L. J. Ch. 34) that the section only operates in favour of 
a person who, though not actually a party to the deed, might have 
been a party ; that is, he must have been in existence and ascertain- 
able at the date of the deed. The latter point, however, 
was not, under the circumstances of the present case, important. 
The covenant purported to be in favour of owners of the surface 
of the land for the time being, and hence, so far as future owners 
attempted to take advantage of it as persons mentioned therein 
they must, on this construction, fail. They were not ascertainable 
at the date of the covenant. But, though themselves not ascer- 
tainable, they were the successors in title of persons who were then 
present owners, and who were entitled as such to the benefit of 
the covenant. Any doubt which might arise as to subsequent 
owners being derivatively entitled to the benefit of the covenant is 
removed by section 58 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which has 
the effect of inserting “heirs and assigns” into every covenant 
relating to land of inheritance. If, therefore, the benefit of the 
covenant was capable of running with the land, and if the 
covenant was one “respecting any tenements or hereditaments,” 
within the meaning of section 5, the plaintiffs in each action were 
entitled to the benefit of it as being the successors in title of the 
surface owners at the date of the lease. 

In the Court of Appeal these two last questions were treated as 
depending on the same test. A covenant “respecting” land was 
said to be equivalent to a covenant running with land. The 
correctness of this was doubted by Lord MACNAGHTEN in his 
judgment in the House of Lords, and, indeed, it is natural to 
suppose that a covenant might be entered into “respecting ” land 
without its being so incident to the enjoyment of the land as to 
run with it under the doctrine of Spencer’s case (5 Rep. 16a) and 
the other authorities. But this was not material. For the plain- 
tiffs to take the benefit of the covenant at all it was necessary 
that it should run with the land, and section 5 certainly applies to 
covenants of this nature ; although it may perhaps also have a 
wider scope, and include covenants which “respect ” land, but do 
not run with the land. 


This reduced the case to the question whether the covenant to 

y compensation for surface damage was one that ran with the 

d. A similar question has been dealt with recently in Dewar 
v. Goodman (ante, p. 116), on which we commented last week. 
There the covenant did not directly concern the land, and did not 
run with it. In the present case Lord MACNAGHTEN stated the 
test to be whether the covenant affected the nature, quality, or 
value of the land, and it could hardly be doubted that it did. By 
requiring the lessee not to let down the surface under penalty of 
having to pay damages it tended at once to preserve the land in its 
natural condition and to maintain its value. It would, indeed, be 
difficult to instance a covenant which more nearly concerns land 
than a covenant designed to protect it against injury. And the 
covenant being thus of a nature to run with the land, the benefit 
of it ran with the land so as to render the covenant available for 
successive owners. This was all that was required for the decision 
of the present appeals, which were brought only by the legal per- 
sonal representatives of CRAWFORD, the original covenantor. The 
benefit ran with the surface land, and the burden was primarily on 
CrAWForD’s estate. According to the judgment of Rip.ey, J., it 
also ran with the term so as to be enforceable against the Elvet 
Colliery Co. As the company did not appeal, this question has 
not been further considered, but in general it is well settled that 
the burden of a positive covenant does not run with the land as 
between grantor and grantee ( Austerberry v. Corporation of Oldham, 
29 Ch. D. 750), and a covenant to pay compensation for surface 
damage seems to be of this nature. The present case was similar 
to one between grantor and grantee. The surface was no part of 
the demised premises, so that the relation of landlord and tenant 
did not exist between the present parties. Had such relation 
existed, of course the burden as well as the benefit of the covenant 
would have run with the land. As it did not, the burden prima 
facie would not run with the leasehold interest in the mines, and 
it may be regretted that this point did not call for consideration, 
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Reviews. 


The Annual County Courts Practice. 


THE Annvas County Courts Practice, 1909. Edited by Witty 
Ceci Smyty, K.C., LL.B. (Cantab.), Judge of County Courts, anj 
Wiiu1aM James Brooks, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law, Jy 
Two Votumes. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Son 
(Limited). 

The Annual County Courts Practice makes its appearance at 
time when the thoughts of lawyers, as of other mortals, are turning ty 
the new year. The present year has not been productive of anyy 
considerable changes in the county court rules, and, while not bare of 
decisions, it has not been specially marked by litigation 
touching county court practice. The County Courts Bill 
promised at one time to give relief to county court judges and i 
other ways to promote the efficiency of the county courts ; but it did 
not make much progress in the summer session, and during the 

resent autumn session we have not noticed that it has been touched, 
ossibly the Lord Chancellor is awaiting the results of the inquiry 
now being held by the County Courts Committee before attempting 
anything further in aid of county courts. Such changes, however, 
as have taken place are duly chronicled. In particular the County 
Court Rules, 1908, which were issued last March, are inserted in 
their appropriate places in the general rules. Rule 1 of the new rules, 
which is there placed generally under order 7, and which prohibits 
service of a default summons out of England or Wales, has now hada 
position assigned to it as rule 444; and ord. 43, r. 8, contains the 
additional paragraph with reference to the allowance of special costs 
in extraordinary traffic and certain other cases. Rule 11 of the same 
order—which in injunction cases gives a special direction as to costs, 
whether the injunction is granted or ct teas been the subject of an 

interesting decision in Clinton v. Bennett (1908, 1 K. B. 108). A 

laintiff, who combines with his claim to an injunction an alternative 
inconsistent claim, cannot, as is noted at p. 340, get the benefit of the 
rule if he fails as to the injunction. The rapidly accumulati 
decisions on the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906—on “ casuai 
employment,” for instance—are conveniently collected, with refer- 
ences also to such of the earlier decisions as are still applicable. The 
pei appears to have been very carefully revised for the present 
edition. 





Real Property. 


An ANALysis oF WimtLiAMs oN THE Law or REAL PRoperty. 
For THE Use or Stupents. By A. M. WitsHere, LL.B, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Williams on Real Property, although accepted for many years 
as an authoritative and useful statement of this branch of the law, 
is neither large in volume nor difficult in style, and any student who 
is undertaking the necessary task of mastering its contents would, 
we should imagine, make his own analysis as his perusal proceeds, 
and thus at the close find it easy to revive his recollection of the 
contents. But for the student who prefers to have this work done 
for him Mr. Wilshere’s volume will prove useful. It professes, as the 
compiler states, to be a note-book and no more, and since the original 
book has been carefully re-edited from time to time since the author's 
death by a very competent hand, the note-book represents the present 
state of the law. The abbreviations are perhaps a trifle odd 
occasionally, and “St, Frauds” looks as though an Act, every line 
of which, it used to be said, had cost a subsidy, had been canonized 
in recognition of the benefits it had conferred on lawyers. But we 
may anticipate that students will still look forward hopefully to the 
law as acareer when “St. Frauds” and “St. Uses” have given place 
to modern equivalents. 





Company Law. 


A Summary or THe Law or Companies. By T. Eustace Samira, 
Barrister-at-Law. TrentH Eprtion. By the Author and W. A. 
BewsEs, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

The number of editions through which this work has run shews 
that it has been found useful by students and others for whom it was 
prepared. As the author stated in his first preface, the text-books on 
companies are large and the Companies Acts*themselves long. To 
master the whole requires more time than a student could give, and 
would be, indeed, an unnecessary task. The subject is one which, 
for a student's purposes, calls for summary, and such summary 18 
very conveniently given in Mr. Eustace Smith’s book. It has been 
brought up to date by including the provisions of the Companies 
Act, 1906, and the foot-notes give references to a good selection of the 
principal cases. The author has also included in this edition a chap- 
ter on limited partnerships, founded, of course, on the Limited Part- 
nerships Act, 1907, and some practical suggestions are made as to the 





preperation/of the deed of partnership in such a case. 
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Books of the Week. 


The Annual County Courts Practice, 1909. Edited b 
Ceo Smyty, K.C., LL.B., Judge of County Courts, and Wiii1am 
James Brooks, M.A, Barrister-at-Law. In Two Vols. Vol. I. 
containing the Jurisdiction and Practice under the County Courts 
Acts, the Bills of Exchange Act, the Employers’ Liability Act, and 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, and the Statutes, Rules of 
Practice, Forms, and Tables of Fees and Costs. Vol. 1I. containing 
the Jurisdiction and Practice under Acts other than'the County Courts 
Acts, the Bills of Exchange Act, the Employers’ Liability Act, and 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, together with the Statutes, Rules 
of Practice, Forms and Fees. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

American Law Review. November—December, 1908. “Editor : 
CuarLEs E. GRINNELL. Reeves & Turner. 

The English Reports. Vol. LXXXIX.: King’s Bench Division 
XVIIL., containing Freeman 1, Shower 1 and 2. William Green & 
Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Le Prospectus dans les Sociétés Anglaises par Actions Etude 
Analytique et Critique de Législation et de Jurisprudence. Par 
Henry Seenirz, Docteur en Droit. Paris: L. Larose & L. Tenin. 


WILLIAM 








Correspondence. 


The New Land Transfer Rules. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitor’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—There are three points arising on the new rules which require 
to be considered at once. 

1. Rule 19 provides for numerous documents being lodged at the 
Land Registry with a list in duplicate, but there is not a word as to 
whether such documents are to = returned to the applicant. 

2. Does rule 21 mean that the vendor’s consent in writing will in 
future be necessary in every case of an application for registration by 
a purchaser ? 

3. In rule 336 of the rules of 1903, paragraphs A, B, and D are 
abrogated and new paragraphs B and D are substituted therefor. 
The old paragraphs A and B provided for the remuneration of 
solicitors on the registration with absolute or qualified or possessory 
title, but as matters now stand, there is no provision for the remunera- 
tion of the solicitor in these cases, unless paragraph J is to apply, 
although the work involved is more onerous than before. 

Dec. 15. F. R. B. 

[See observations in article, and under the head of “Current 
Topics.”—Ep, S.J.] 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


THE KING (ON THE PROSECUTION OF THE SOUTH-EASTERN AND 
CHATHAM RAILWAY’S MANAGING COMMITTEE) v. THE ASSESS- 
MENT COMMITTEE OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF 
SOUTHWARK (DE PARISH OF ST. MARY, NEWINGTON). SAME 
v. SAME (DE PARISH OF ST. SAVIOUR). SAME v. SAME (DE 
PARISH OF CHRISTCHURCH). Noi. 4th, 5th, and 7th Dec. 


Ratinc—Poor Rate—Ratinc or Ramways—DecreasE IN ReEcerpPtTs 
FROM CoMPETITION oF TRAMWAyYS, TuBE RaILways, AND Moror- 
OMNIBUSES—CLAIM TO BE INSERTED IN PRovistonaL List—VALUATION 
(Merropotis) Act, 1869, ss. 46, 47. 


A decrease in the receipts of the business of a railway compan 
within the Metropolis caused by competition of tramways, tube vail 
ways, and motor-omnibuses is an alteration in value within the meaning 
of section 47 of the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869. 


This waz an appeal by the assessment committee against an order 
of the Divisional Court making absolute a rule nisi which had been 
obtained for the purpose of compelling the committee to appoint a 
valuer to assess the value of the property belonging to the South- 
Eastern and Chatham Railway Co. in the above three parishes. On the 
2ist of July, 1908, the railway companies’ managing committee 
obtained the rule calling upon the assessment committee to shew cause 
why a writ of summons should not issue directed to them, commandin 
them to ag a person to make a provisional list for the parish o 
St. Mary, Newington, containing the gross and rateable value of the 
lines of the railway and appurtenances whereof the railway companies’ 
managing committee were the occupiers, as reduced since the making 
of the valuation list then in force as required by the Valuation (Metro- 
polis) Act, s. 47 (2). Similar rules were also obtained with regard 
to the two other parishes in the borough of Southwark. That section 
enacts that ‘‘If, in the course of any year, the value of any heredita- 
ment is increased by the addition thereto or erection thereon of 
eny building, or is from any cause increased or reduced in value, the 








following provisions shall have effect. :—(1) The overseers of the parish 
in which such hereditament is situate may, and on written requisi- 
tion of the assessment committee, or of any ratepayer of the union, 
or of the surveyor of taxes for the district shall, send to the assessment 
committee a provisional list containing the and rateable value as 
so increased or reduced of such hereditament; (2) a copy of the re- 
quisition shall be sent by the person making it to the clerk of the 
assessment committee, and if within fourteen days after the requisi- 
tion has been served on the overseers they make default in sending 
such provisional list, he shall forthwith summon the assessment com- 
mittee, and the assessment committee shall appoint a person to make 
such provisional list. .” Purporting to act under this section, 
the railway committee in March, 1908, addressed a letter to the over- 
seers of the parishes in question pointing out that in consequence of 
the competition of tramways, tube railways, and motor-omnibuses a 
great reduction had taken place in their receipts, and requesting that 
a provisional valuation list might be e in which their assessment 
might be reduced. The assessment committee were of opinion that a 
reduction in receipts was not such an alteration in value as came within 
the meaning of the section, and refused to make a provisional list. The 
railway committee then gave notice of objection to the supplemental 
list, which was made in the course of this year, on the ground that 
their property was omitted therefrom, and obtained the rules nisi 
above mentioned. The Divisional Court ordered that the rules nisi 
should be made absolute. — 

Txe Court dismissed the appeal. 

VaucHan Wits, L.J., said that he thought there was nothing in 
the technical objection that the proper form of the mandamus would be 
to hear and determine. A mandamus made in that form would have 
the effect of depriving the a. committee of the immediate benefit 
of this legislation. It was ar, that an alteration, to be relied on as 
a ground for a requisition under section 47, must be an increase caused 
by the addition or erection of any building, or by some other cause 
operating in some such way. He thought that the judgment in Camber- 
well Assessment Committee v. Ellis (1900, A. C. 510) conclusively 
shewed this not to be so. It was also contended for the overseers that 
at the date of the last quinquennial t ly, in 1905, the 
competition of the tramways and motor-omnibuses, which, it was 
alleged, were the primary cause of the falling off in the respondents’ 
receipts, were already in existence, and must have been a matter which 
was taken into consideration by those who made the valuation in that 
year. He thought that this argument was met by the observations of 
Cockburn, C.J., in Reg. v. New River Co. (4 Q. B. D. 309), where that 
learned judge said : ‘If by any extraordinary or unlooked-for circum- 
stances the value of the given property should be tly increased on 
the one hand, or greatly dec on the other, then the assessment 
onght not to continue to exist, and taxes ought to be levied upon such an 
altered state of circumstances.”” He thought that in this case there 
was an alteration so permanent and of such a substantial character 
as to bring the case within the rection. 

Bucktey and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgments to the same effect.— 
Counset, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., and W. W. Mackenzie; Walter 
Ryde. Soxicrrors, A. Johnson, Town Clerk; J. W. Watkin, 

[Reported by Ensxrns Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ANSLOW v. CANNOCK CHASE COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 
9th Dec. 





Master AND SERVANT—WoORKMEN’S COMPENSATION—AVERAGE WEEKLY 
EaRNINGS—WorKMEN’S Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), 
Scueputs I., ss. 1, 2. 

In estimating the average weekly earnings under section 2 (a) of 
Schedule I. of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, the object is to 
arrive at the earnings in a normal week, having regard to the nature 
of the employment. If, therefore, the employment is subject to recognized 
interruptions, the average weekly earnings must be calculated by first 
dividing the tetal sum earned by the number of weeks actually worked, 
disregarding days on which no work was done, and then further 
dividing the result by the fraction of the whole year of fifty-two weeks, 
which represents the normal period of employment. 

This was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the Lichfield County 
Court, sitting as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1906. Owing to stoppages, wake weeks, holidays, and sickness, the 
applicant in this case had only worked for thirty-three weeks of the 


twelve months sapien to the accident, during which iod he had 
earned £68. The county court judge had divided this by thirty- 


three weeks, and had then made a further fractional deduction in 
accordance with the suggestion of Moulton, L.J.’s, judgment in Bailey 
v. Kenworthy (1908, 1 Ch., p. 466), so as to arrive at the true average for 
the working year, and the point for decision was whether this further 
fractional deduction ought to have been made. The applicant appealed, 
Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Frercuer Movrron and 
Farwett, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. ' 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This appeal raises the question how the 
average weekly earnings of a collier during the twelve months before 
the accident (liability for which is admitted) ought to be calculated. 
He was in the employment of the respondents during the whole poe 
of twelve months, and was entitled to an allowance for coal w r 
actually working or not. T accept, as I am bound to do, the following find- 
ings of the county court judge: First, the total amount of wages 
actually received oes, the twelve months was £68 odd; second, there 
o 





were fourteen weeks of 8 bogs. when he could not get work, two 
| weeks for Bank Holidays , when he did not work ; two weeks 
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when he was away from illness, and one week when he took a holiday, 
leaving thirty-three weeks during which he actually worked ; third, the 
fourteen weeks of stoppage and the two weeks of Bank Holidays and 
wakes were normal and recognized incidents of the applicant’s work, 
and not due to abnormal or ere circumstances, such as a fire in 
the mine. I have used the phrase ‘‘ weeks,”’ as the county court judge 
does, as meaning an aggregate of days amounting to weeks, reckoned 
at the agreed rate of five and three-quarter days per week. Now, the 
dominant principle which ought to be applied is stated in the First 
Schedule, 2 (a) ‘‘ Average weekly earnings shall be computed in such 
manner as is best calculated to give the rate per week at which the 
workman was being remunerated.’’ In my opinion the true test is 
this : What were his earnings in a normal week, regard being had to 
the known and recognised incidents of the employment? If work is 
discontinuous, that is an element which cannot be overlooked. For 
example, if the normal days of work are four days a week, for which 
20s. are paid, it is a fallacy to say that the average weekly earnings are 
30s. That is not the rate per week at which he was being remunerated. 
To say that he got 5s. a day for every day during which he worked does 
not involve the proposition that he got 5s. for every day in the week. 
Such a proposition has no warrant in fact, and I decline to accept it. I 
think that days in which no work was done must be disregarded for the 
purposes of the division of the total wages earned. That reduces the 
fifty-two weeks to thirty-three. But the sum arrived at by the fraction 
68-33 does not represent his earnings in a normal week, or his 
average earnings during the whole twelve months. It represents 
only the average during a portion of the year—namely, during the 
thirty-six weeks when the colliery was working. In other words, the 
true result is represented by the fraction 36-52 or 68-33. This is the 
method adopted by the county court judge. It must not be 
forgotten that compensation, as distinguished from damages, is what 
the Act gives, and that compensation must be measured according to 
the provisions of the Act. I have not thus far referred to the decision 
of this court in Bailey v. Kenworthy (1908, 1 K. B. 441), but I think 
the present appeal is really concluded by that decision. The precise 
point is dealt with by Fletcher Moulton, L.J., at p. 466, and although 
in my judgment I referred only to the true divisor (p. 454), that was 
because the figures were agreed between the parties, and not because of 
any difference of opinion. Since this judgment was written, my atten- 
tion has been called to a very recent decision in the Court of Session of 
Carter v. John Lang d& Sons (16 Scotch L. T. Rep., p. 345), in which 
the view which I have expressed was adopted. The judgment of the 
Lord President in terms approves of the method of Moulton, L.J., in 
Bailey v. Kenworthy, at the page above referred to. I desire also to 
add that I agree with the Lord President’s comment on that part of the 
head-note to Bailey v. Kenworthy which states that ‘‘ days in which no 
work is dcne and no wages are earned are to be disregarded.’’ That is 
expressed in too general terms. The eppeal must be dismissed with 
costs. 

FretcHer Movtton and Farwett, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Hugo 
Young, K.C., and Milward; C. A. Russell, K.C., and HE. W. Cave. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriruine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WARNCHEN v. RICHARD MORELAND & SON (LIM.). 
30th Nov. 


EMPLOYER AND WorkMAN—COMPENSATION—REFUSAL TO UNDERGO 
Smrpte Operation—Continvep INcAPActry TO WorK—WoRKMEN’S 
Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 


A workman who meets with an accident in the course of his employ- 
ment is not entitled to claim compensation for continued incapacity to 
work if such continued incapacity really arises from his own refusal to 
undergo a slight operation. The test in each case is the reasonableness 
or unreasonableness of the refusal to undergo the operation. 


Rothwell v. Davies (19 Times L. R. 423) explained. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the Judge of the Bow County 
Court sitting as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1906. The facts as found by the county court judge were as follows : 
The applicant, a workman in the employ of R. Moreland & Son 
(Limited), was injured on the 18th of February, 1907, by two stanchions 
falling on his right foot. The foot was treated at the hospital, with 
the result that after two or three small operations the applicant had 
his second toe and part of the big toe of his right foot removed. The 
applicant nevertheless still suffered some pain from his big toe and 
the X-rays shewed that there was a piece of bone which was detached 
from the bone of the big toe at the time of the accident and which was 
now loose in the stump of the big toe. The respondents paid the appli- 
cant 14s. 10d. till the 27th of January, 1908, and then stopped any 
further payments. The applicant demanded arbitration on the 26th of 
March, 1908. On the Ist of May, the day fixed for hearing the arbitra- 
tion, an agreement was come to between the applicant and his em- 
ployers, and the applicant received £10 7s. 8d., being compensation at 
the above rate to the 4th of May, 1908. By this agreement the em- 
ployers, Moreland & Son (Limited), agreed to pay the applicant 
weekly compensation at the rate of 14s. 10d. to the 4th of May, 1908, 
and the applicant agreed to forthwith submit himself to the examination 
in consultation of his own doctor and the employers’ doctor, and to do 
what they advised him. In the meantime the weekly payments were 
to be continued at the rate aforesaid, so long as the applicant followed 
the doctors’ advice and continued to be incapacitated for work; but in 
the event of his not doing what the doctors advised him no further 
compensation was to be paid to him pending a reference to the judge. 
On the 5th of May applicant was again examined by the doctors named 


No, 2, 





in the agreement, and both these gentlemen advised him to submit to 
an operation for the purpose of removing the detached piece of bone in 
the stump of the big toe. On the 26th of May the applicant’s solicitors, 
by letter of that date, informed the respondents that the applicant 
refused to undergo the operation, and the request for arbitration wag 
restored to the list. All the medical witnesses called were of opinion 
that the applicant ought in his own interests to submit to the operation, 
The county court judge found that the operation was of a simple 
character, involving a risk which was hardly appreciable. he 
applicant was a man of thirty years ofage,and seemed tobe (and no 
evidence was given to the contrary) in good health. He also found 
that it was doubtful if the applicant’s toe would ever recover without 
an operation, and then only by the applicant having the strength of 
mind to incur considerable pain in using it, in which strength of mind 
he seemed to be wanting. He also found that the operation was one 
which any man of ordinary nerve would submit to in his own interest, 
On these findings the county court judge, considering himself bound by 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Rothwell v. Davies (19 Times 
L. R. 423), made an award in favour of the applicant for a continuance 
of the weekly payments, though he stated in his seer that but for 
that decision he should have followed the case of Donnelly v. William 
Baird & Co. (Limited) (45 Scottish Law Reports, 394) and his own 
view of the law, and found in favour of the employers. The employers 
appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FrercHer Movutron and Far- 
WELL, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the present appeal undoubtedly raised 
points of interest and importance, one of which was that it afforded an 
opportunity of explaining and setting right what was supposed to have 
been decided by Rothwell v. Davies (supra). That case was very in- 
adequately reported, no findings of fact were set out, and upon sending 
for some of the original documents in that case it now appeared that 
the county court judge had found as a fact that the workman there had 
acted reasonably in refusing to undergo an operation. According to 
the medical evidence in that case, it appeared te be an operation that 
would have been attended with very considerable risk, and one of the 
doctors in his evidence said, ‘‘I would not in any case have had this 
operation performed upon me.’’ No wonder, then, that the Master of 
the Rolls characterized that as a hopeless appeal; and when the facts 
were fully known it could not be taken as lending any support to the 
suggestion that a man who declined to submit to a trifling operation 
was still entitled to claim full compensation for his incapacity to work. 
In the circumstances of this case the true inference of fact would 
seem to be that the disability or incapacity to work was not now so 
much due to the original accident ‘as to the workman’s refusal or 
unwillingness to take ieasunable means to get rid of it. in tne present 
case the county court judge found as a fact that the operation would 
be of a simple character, involving a risk which was hardly appreciable, 
and that the man was thirty years of age and in good health. Without 
saying that a man could be compelled to undergo a surgical operation, 
his lordship did say that, in his opinion, if an operation was not per- 
formed, the continuance of the disability or incapacity would be due, 
not to the original accident, but to the unreasonable conduct of the 
workman in refusing to submit himself to a comparatively trivial 
operation. The county court judge would certainly have come to 
this conclusion but tnat he felt himself bound by the decision in 
Rothwell v. Davies, but there he had not had the oppo:tunity, which 
this court had had, of seeing the actual findings of fact by the county 
court judge from whose decision the appeal in that case had been 
brought. He (the Master of the Rolls) adopted the decision of the 
Scotch judges in Donnelly v. William Baird & Co. (Limited), and par- 
ticularly the judgment of Lord Maclaren. The appeal must be allowed, 
and the case must go back to the county court judge to settle the 
terms of compensation, now that this court had decided that he has a 
discretion in the matter, unless the parties either came to terms or 
agreed to allow this court to determine the question for them and so 
save expense. 

FietcHer Movtron and Farwett, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the 
same effect.—Counset, Shakespeare; Powell, K.C., and Poley. 
Soricrtors, Griffith & Gardiner; W. H. Curtis. 

[Reported by J. I. Strriino, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


WHITMORES (EDENBRIDGE) (LIM.) v. STANFORDS. Eve, J. 
9th Dec. 


Water—ArriviciaL Watercourse—OriGiIn UNKNOWN—RIGHTS OF 
Riparian Owners—Ricut to Flow or Watrer—PReEsSUMPTION. 

Where an old artificial watercourse passes through the land of several 
proprietors and there is no evidence as to the terme on which the water- 
course was originally constructed, there is a presumption that each pro- 
prietor is entitled to use the water for all reasonable purposes. 

Burrows v. Lang (1901, 2 Ch. ) distinguished. 

The court will not refuse to make the presumption merely because it 
may impose a greater burden on one of the joint users than may have 
been contemplated when the watercourse was constructed. 


Rylands v. Fletcher (LZ. RP. 3 H. L. 330) considered. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
interfering with the flow of water in a stream running through the 
plaintiffs’ land. The plaintiffs were owners of a tannery on either bank 
of a stream’ which flowed from the River Eden, and which 
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was an artificial watercourse constructed about four hundred years 
. The tannery was established about 230 years ago. The 
defendants were occupiers of a mill on the stream below the plaintiffs’ 
premises, but they had sole control, as occupiers of the mill, of the flow 
of water, and regulated it by means of a weir and sluice gates. In 
November, 1907, the defendants cut off the supply of water, thereby 
depriving the plaintiffs of the benefit of the water. The trial of the 
action lasted several days, and on the 17th of November judgment was 
eserved. 
’ Eve, J., said : The issues in the action are (1) In whom the bed of 
the stream is vested, and (2) Have the plaintiffs a right to abstract 
water for use in the tannery? I should have been prepared to hold that 
where an artificial channel passes through the land of several proprietors 
prima facie every proprietor is entitled to that moiety of the bed of the 
channel which adjoins his land. But it is not necessary to fall back on 
that presumption, as the conduct of the parties shews that the plaintiffs 
are the owners of the bed of the stream so far as it runs through their 
land. With regard to the abstraction of water, am I to infer that the 
user of the water by the tannery has throughout been permissive or 
that the joint user of the water by the tanner and the miller was a 
condition under which the channel was constructed? I think these are 
the two alternatives between which I have to elect, for I am satisfied 
that if the watercourse was made solely for the purposes of the mill 
I ought to hold such purposes to be temporary, and that in accordance 
with Burrows v. Lang (1901, 2 Ch. 502) I could not presume any grant 
by which the grantor bound himself to continue the flow of water for 
all time, quite irrespective of the consideration whether the purposes 
for which the watercourse was originally made were still subsisting, and 
regardless of the wholly uncertain burden which he might thereby be 
undertaking. And even if such a grant were presumed, I think it is 
clear upon the authorities that the burden of such covenant would not 
run with the land. Further, I think Burrows v. Lang establishes the 
proposition that if the plaintiffs have no right to have the flow con- 
tinued, they cannot claim as an easement the right to abstract water 
if and when it is flowing in the stream. ‘‘To my mind,” said Farwell, 
J., “‘that is a claim which is inconsistent with the very idea of the 
nature of an easement.’’ [I think, therefore, the plaintiffs’ user must 
be either of a permissive character or must be founded on a presumption 
that the watercourse was originally constructed for the joint purposes 
of the tannery and the mill. It has been strenuously argued that 
Burrows v. Lang is an authority against any such presumption, 
and as strenuously argued on the other side that Baily v. 
Clark (1902, 1 Ch. 649) shews that in such circumstances as exist 
in this case it is the only possible presumption to make. I do not 
think that Burrows v. Lang does more than negative such a presumption 
in a case where water is conducted by a man entirely over his own land, 
but in a course which makes the water accessible to his neighbour. 
Where the water required by one owner passes over the land of another 
owner, the learned judge distinctly recognizes that a presumption may 
arise that there was an arrangement that the flow of water should be 
for the benefit of both. Then it is urged that the court ought not to 
make the presumption if the result may be to throw upon one of the 
two responsibility for acts done solely for the purposes of the other. 
It is argued that if the use of the water for the mill be discontinued 
and its impounding and flow for the purposes of the tannery be con- 
tinued, the miller might still be made liable for any damage occasioned 
to others consequent upon such impounding, and in support of this 
argument Rylands v. Fletcher (L. R. 3 H. L. 330) and Buckley v. 
Buckley (1898, 2 Q. B. 608) were cited. I think this argument involves 
a rule of law of wider application than the rule which was applied in 
those cases, and a rule for the existence of which those cases are no 
authority. The rule there applied does not seem to me to extend so as 
to make the owner of land liable for collecting and impounding on his 
land by another of water not for the purposes of the owner of the land, 
but for the purposes of such user. And if the presumption of construc- 
tion for mutual benefit ought otherwise to be made, I do not think I 
ought to refuse to make it merely because it may under certain circum- 
stances impose a greater burden on one of the joint users than may 
have been contemplated when the arrangement is presumed to have 
been made. Under all the circumstances I think I am bound to infer 
that the stream was originally constructed for the mutual benefit of the 
tanner and the miller, and that the plaintiffs are entitled, under an 
agreement entered into when the channel was constructed, to use the 
water for all reasonable purposes—that is, for all purposes not causing 
any material injury to the miller. Holding, as I do, that the use by 
the plaintiffs has been reasonable, I must give judgment for the 
plaintiffs and grant the injunction asked for.—Counsex, P. O. Lawrence, 
c. Jessel, K.C., and Hartree; Upjohn, K.C., and Gatey. 
Soricrrors, Sharpe, Pritchard, d& Co., fee Cripps, Son, & Daish, 
Tunbridge Wells ; Loughborough, Gedge, & Co. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
WRIGHT AND ANOTHER v. ANDERTON. Div. Court. 8th Dec. 


InNKeEPEeR’s Liapinrry—Ciusroom 1x Inn Hirep sy Atuietic Crup— 
Goops or Guests or Guests. 


The shy 206 ape 4 of an innkeeper for the safety of the traveller's 
egins the moment the relationship o 


property innkeeper and quest 








arises, and that relationship begins the moment a traveller enters the 
inn with the intention of using it as an inn, and is received on that 
basis by the innkeeper. The goods of the traveller then become liable 
to a lien, although the lien does not attach until a debt has been in- 
curred, and the . avelle 

ad the accommodation does not affect the innkeeper’s liability for, and 


act that some person other than the traveller is to pay 


ien upon, the traveller's goods. : 
This was an appeal from the county court of Bradford. It appeared 


that the Bradford Hockey Club made arrangements with the landlord 


of the White Hart, one Anderton, an innkeeper, for the use of a club- 


room for two hours on alternate Saturday afternoons during the winter 


months 1907-1908. The charge for the room, which was fitted with 
benches against the walls, was 2s. 6d. for each Saturday. The Bradford 
Hockey Club also arranged with Anderton for a tea to be provided for 
the home and for the visiting team at 9d. a head, to be paid for by the 
Bradford Hockey Club. On the 18th of January the home team and 
the visiting team (from Sandal) changed their clothes in the clubroom, 
and left them there during the match. A thief entered the clubroom 
during the absence of the teams and stole from the clothes left there 
a large amount of money and jewellery. The plaintiffs (two members 
of the Sandal team) brought an action against Anderton, the innkeeper, 
on the ground that he was an insurer of their clothes left in the club- 
100m. The county court judg2 gave judgment for the plaintiffs for 
£40, holding that the relation of the defendant to the plaintiffs was 
that of innkeeper and guests. The defendant appealed. On the appeal 
two points were taken on behalf of the appellant—(1) that under the 
circumstances as to the hire of this room it was not a part of the inn, 
such as an ordinary bedroom or sitting-room, and (2) that the liability 
of the innkeeper for, and his lien upon, goods did not extend to the 
goods of guests of his guests, and the Sandal team were the guests of 
the Bradford Hockey Club, and not of the innkeeper. 

BicHam, J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said that he 
thought the appeal mvst be dismissed. Two points had been taken by 
the learned counsel for the appellant. In the first place, he said- that 
the room in which these clothes had been left by the plaintiffs was 
not, in the circumstances of the case, a part of the inn. That question 
appeared to him to be more in the nature of a question of fact than one 
of law. If it were a mere question of the legal inference to be drawn 
from the facts found by the county court judge in his judgment, he 
(the learned judge) thought that the inference he drew was the same 
as that drawn by the county court iudge. He need not say more on 
this point than that he agreed with the facts found by the county court 
judge, and with the reasons that he gave. The other point taken was 
that the relation of guest and landlord had not arisen between the 
parties so as to make the innkeeper’s liability to his guest at common 
law applicable to this case. He (the learned judge) did not agree with 
that contention, and he thought it well to state what he considered to 
be the law on this matter. The responsibility of an innkeeper for the 
safety of the traveller’s property began the moment the relationship of 
landlord and guest, or of innkeeper and guest, arose, and that relation- 
ship began the moment a traveller entered the inn with the intention of 
using it as an inn, and was received on that basis by the landlord. It 
did not matter that no food or lodging was supplied up to the moment 
of the loss of the s; it was sufficient if the circumstances 
shewed that there was an intention on the one hand to supply and upon 
the other to accept such accommodation. The goods of the traveller 
then became liable to a lien, although the lien did not attach until a 
debt had been incurred, and it did not, in his opinion, matter who was 
to pay; it might be the traveller himself or it might be some other 
person. If there were these circumstances then the common law 
liability of an innkeeper for the safety of his guests’ goods arose. 
Applying that statement of the law to this case, he thought that the 
plaintiffs entered the inn intending to use it as an inn. The innkeeper 
allowed the plaintiffs to come into the inn, as, in the absence of any* 
lawful objection, he was bound to do, that they might use it as an inn. 
They came in intending to use the accommodation for dressing and 
undressing, and intending to be there supplied with refreshment. The 
moment those circumstances occurred the innkeeper’s liability for the 
safety of the plaintiffs’ clothes and goods which were left at the inn 
arose. Under these circumstances, it was said that, as the plaintiffs 
were not the persons who were to pay for the accommodation and 
refreshment they were to receive, the innkeeper was not liable. As he 
had said before, he did not think that mattered, as the innkeeper was 
to be paid. The appeal therefore must be dismissed with costs. 

Watton, J., concurred.—Counsen, F. ¥. Stenger; R. Watson. Sorr- 
crrors, Crossman, Prichard & Co., for Langhorne & Barnes, Wake- 
field ; Steadman, Van Praagh d&: Co., for Neumann & Holmes, Bradford. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HAGUE rv. DONCASTER RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL. Div. Court. 
Ist Dee. 


Pusitic Aurnorities Prorecrrion—Continvous Poniurion or Srream 
py Pustrc Avraorrry—Degats or Catrite From Drainxine mn Srreaw 
—‘* Continuance oF Ingury or Damace’’— AUTHORITIES 
Protection Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vier c. 61), s. 1. . 


A stream passed alongside the plaintiff's land, and the plaintiff's 
cattle drank from it. The stream was uted by an effluent from the 
defendants’ sewage works, and three of the intiff’s ‘ocks died at 
intervals from drinking a ae water, last of them dying more 
than six months before the date at which the plaintiff brought an action 
against the defendants for the loss of his bullocks, It appeared that 
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the stream was continuously polluted, and that the pollution continued 
at the date when the plaint was issued. 

Held, that the case was one of ‘‘ continuance of injury or damage” 
within the meaning of section 1 of the Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893, and that therefore that section afforded the defendants nc 
protection. 

_ This was an appeal from a part of the decision of a county court 
udge, by which he awarded the plaintiff damages for the loss of three 
ullocks, and granted an injunction against the defendants continuing 
to pollute a certain stream. It appeared that a stream bordering the 
plaintiff’s farm was polluted by an effluent from the defendants’ sewage 
works throughout the years 1906 and 1907, and that the pollution was 
still continuing in April, 1908. During the years 1906 and 1907 the 
plaintiff lost three bullocks, that died from drinking polluted water 
from the stream. The last of the three bullocks died in September, 
1907. In April, 1908, the plaintiff brought an action against the 
defendants for the loss of the three bullocks. From the decision of the 
county court judge, awarding the plaintiff damages and an injunction. 
the defendants appealed. By section 1 of the Public Authorities Pro. 
tection Act, 1893 : ‘‘ Where, after the commencement of this Act, any 
action, prosecution, or other proceeding is commenced in the United 
Kingdom against any person for any act done in puisuance or execu- 
tion or intended execution of any Act of Parliament, or of any public 
duty or authority the following provisions shall have effect :— 
(a) The action, prosecution, or proceeding shall not lie or be instituted 
unless it is commenced within six months next after the act, neglect, or 
default complained of, or, in the case of a continuance of injury or 
damage, within six months next after the ceasing thereof.”’ 

Bicuim, J., said that he had a little doubt about this case; but he 
thought the decision of the county court judge was right. The 
action was brought in respect of an act done by the defendants in 
pursuance, or in execution or in intended execution, of a public duty. 
When they asked what was the act in respect of which the action was 
brought, the answer was the pollution of the stream. That was what 
was done by th2 defendants in pursuance, or in execution or in in- 
tended execution, of their duty. The defendants did not kill the 
bullocks in the execution of their duty; but they polluted the suream. 
In respect of that pollution then the action was brought. When did 
that pollution begin? They did not know; but it began before the 
death of any of these three bullocks, and it continued to the momen’ 
when the plaint in the county court was issued. In his opinion th 
act in respect of which the plaint was issued was a continuing act 
There was a continuing injury, and, from time to time, whilst theact 
was being done, damage was being inflicted on the plaintiff. He lost 
these bullocks periodically. He (the learned judge) thought this action 
was instituted in case of a continuance of injury or damage within the 
meaning of section 1 of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, and 
that as it had been brought before the act complained of had ceased, 
the defendants were not protected by that section, the action having 
been brought in time. 

Watton, J., said that he agreed. In the case of Carey v. Ber- 
mondsey (67 J. P. 111) the cause of action was negligence causing 
personal injuries to the plaintiff. The negligence and the receipt of 
the personal injuries were not within six months of the commencement 
of the action, although the illness of the plaintiff, the effect and conse- 

» quence of her injuries, extended to a time within the six months. 
Therefore it was held that the action would not lie, for the action was 
brought too late. That was not quite like the present case. He thought 
that this case was indistinguishable from the one that came before 
Buckley, J. : Harrington (Karl of) v. Derby Corporation (1905, 1 Ch. 
227). That was a case in which a river had been polluted, and the 
pollution had continued over a long period. Buckley, J., in that case 
(see L. R., at p. 227) had discussed the whole question. He thought 
that Buckley, J., assumed, without expressing any final opinion, that 
no action at common law would lie unless both the pollution and the 
damage caused by the pollution occurred within the period of six 
months. He said : ‘‘ The right of action arises, not from the act, put 
from the resulting of damage from the act. Backhouse v. Bonomi (1861, 
9 H. L. C. 503) established that proposition. There is, however, a 
further case with which this section is particularly concerned—namely, 
a continuing act, which produces subsequently from day to day a 
recurrent damage. There is thus created within the principle I have 
stated a fresh cause of action every day, and this, I conceive, is what 
is referred to in the section by the words “‘in case of a continuance of 
injury or damage.”’ It might be that the act was continuing as being 
a continuing repetition of acts causing a repetition of damage, and 
Buckley, J., in such a case, held that if the rest of such acts were 
within six months of its ceasing the action was in time. He (the learned 
judge) thought that this case was clearly within what Buckley, J., had 
said in that case. The appeal therefore must be dismissed.—Counse, 
Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and T. R. D. Wright; E. Shortt. Soxicrrors, 
Warren, Murton, & Miller, for Tyas & Son, Barnsley ; 2. Nicholson. 

[Reported by C. G. Monan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MORGAN v. RUSSELL & SONS. Div. Court. 27th, 28th Oct ; 26th Nov. 
Conrract—Sare or Cinpers, Puppie or Iron StaAc—PuRcHAsER TO 
Remove Same, Server Givinc Free Access—Stac Crarmmep sy Tutrp 

Persons—Derecr 1x Setter’s Trthe—Damaces. 

The plaintiff agreed to sell to the defendants cinders and puddle or 
iron slag lying at certain tips at 2s. 3d. per ton. The defendants were 
to remove what was sold, and the plaintiff was to give them free access 
to the tips. The agreement had been acted on for some time, when 





third parties, claiming the cinders and slag, barred the defendants from 
access to the tips. The defendants counterclaimed for damages for 
breach of contract in an action brought by the plaintiff. The county court 
judge found that the cinders and slag had become part of the ground or 
sou, and were not definite or detached heaps resting on the ground, and 
he held that the failure, if any, in the carrying out of the agreement 
arose from a defect in the plaintiff’s title, and that therefore, on the 
principle laid down in Bain v. Fothergill (Z. R. 7 H. L. 158) the 
defendants were not entitled to recover damages against the plaintiff, 
The defendants appealed. 

Held, that this particular contract was not a contract for the sale of 
goods under the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and that the principle of 
Bain v. Fothergill (supra) being applicable to the case, the decision of 
the county court judge must be affirmed. 


This was an appeal from the Swansea County Court. The facts and 
arguments appear sufficiently from the written and considered judgment 
of the Lord Chief Justice, which was as follows : 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., read the following judgment: This is an 
appeal from a judgment of his Honour Judge Roberts, giving judg- 
ment for the plaintiff on a counterclaim set up by the defendants, 
Messrs. Russell, in respect of an alleged breach of vontract of the 23rd 
of January, 1907, made between the plaintiff Morgan and the defen- 
dants Russell, whereby the plaintiff agreed to sell to the defendants 
“41 4 all the cinders and puddle slag or ion slag (but not 
iron) in or about the Penclawdd Works, both on the tip on and adjoin- 
ing the foreshore, and on the tip to the east of the works, and the 
puddle slag lying in or about the yard of the said works, or such part 
of such cinders end puddle slag as the said J. H. Russell & Sons may 
desire to remove at the price of 2s. 3d. per ton, payment thereof to be 
made on Monday in each week for such slag and cinders as have been 
removed during the previous week. Should any one of such weekly 
payments be in arrear for the space of seven days, the said Thomas 
Morgan shall be at liberty to prevent the said J. H. Russell & Sons 
removing any more cinders or puddle slag until such times as the said 
arrear shall have been paid, but no longer or otherwise. (2) Subject 
to the last portion of clause 1 hereof, the said Thomas Morgan shall 
give the said J. H. Russell & Sons at all times free access to the said 
tips and yard for the purpose of removing the said cinders and puddle 
slag.’’ The agreement further provided (clause 3) that the plaintiff, 
Thomas Morgan, had no power to determine the agresment with regard 
to the tip on or adjoining the foreshore, or the tip to the east of the 
works. The agreement was acted upon by the parties, and after the 
defendants had taken a considerable amount of cinders and slag from 
the tip on the foreshore and the tip to the east of the works, the slag 
in these two tips was claimed by third persons, and the defendants 
were no longer able. to obtain the slag under and by virtue of the 
jyowers conferred upon them under the agreement, and brought this 
sounterclaim against the plaintiffs to recover damages for breach of 
sontract. The county court judge has found—and we have no power to 
interfere with that finding—-that the cinders and slag had become part 
of the ground or soil itself, and were not definite or detached heaps 
resting, so to speak, upon the ground. The judge considered 
that, under these circumstances, the defect, if any, in the carrying out 
of the agreement arose from a defect in the plaintiff’s title, and that 
therefore, upon the principle of Bain v. Fothergill (L. R. 7 H. L. 158), 
the defendants were not entitled to recover damages for the loss of 
their bargain. The case for the appellants was rested upon two grounds. 
It was first said that this was a contract for the sale of goods under 
section 62 of the Sale of Goods Act, and therefore the ordinary rule of 
damages applies; and, secondly, that even assuming the cinders and 
slag were not goods, the principle of Bain v. Fothergill would not apply, 
and the defendants were entitled to general damages. I am clearly of 
opinion that this was not a contract for the sale of goods. The plaintiff 
Morgan did not contract to sell any definite quantity of mineral, nor 
was it a contract for the sale of a heap of earth, which could be said 
to be a separate thing.. In my view the contract was a contract to give 
free access to certain tips for the purpose of removing cinders and slag 
which formed part of the soil at the price of 2s. 3d. per ton, to 
include the value of the slag so taken, for so long as the defendants 
chose to exercise their option to take. The contract appears to me to 
be exactly analogous to a contract which gives a man a right to enter 
upon land, with liberty to dig from the earth in situ so much gravel or 
brick earth or coal on payment of a price per ton. The first ground, 
therefore, in my opinion, is not one upon which the appeal can succeed. 
The second argument, to my mind, presents more difficulty—namely, 
assuming the contract to be such as I have said, does the principle of 
Bain vy. Fothergill apply? In order to decide this it seems to me that 
one must ascertain accurately what are the facts. The defendants, by 
their counterclaim, alleged that the owners of the slag, other than the 
plaintiff, claimed the slag in question, and it was stated—and is, I 
think, involved in the judgment—that but for thig claim the plaintiff 
would have been willing and would have continued to allow the defen- 
dants to enter upon the property and take away the slag. The difficulty 
aros2 entirely from the plaintiff having given permission to take cinders 
and slag which were not his own. If the claim against the plaintiff 
had been based upon some contract or representation whereby the 
plaintiff had warranted that the cinders and slag were his, or that he 
had undertaken to procure them, then, in my judgment, on his failing 
to do so the defendants might have been entitled to recover damages, and 
the principle of Bain v. Fothergill could not properly be said to apply. 
But where, as in this case, the plaintiff was ready and willing that the 





defendants should exercise their rights under the agreement, it seems 
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to me that the difficulty which prevented the defendants from continu- 
ing to exercise these rights was a defect in the plaintiff's title. It may 
be that in some action otherwise framed the defendants would have 
been entitled to obtain substantial damages, but not under such a 
contract on the facts stated in the counterclaim, and found by the 
county court judge. I think it only right to add that, so faras I under- 
stand the proceedings, there was no evidence that the plaintiff obstructed 
or denied the right of access to the tips; on the contrary, we were 
informed that the barriers were put up by the persons claiming to be the 
owners of the slag, and not by the plaintiff, so that no breach arose in 
consequence of the failure by the plaintiff to ‘give the defendants access 
during any time prior to the refusal of the owners of the cinders and 
slag to allow it to be removed. For these reasons, ir my opinion, the 
judgment should be affirmed, and the appeal dismissed with costs. 

Watton, J., delivered judgment to the same effect. Inthe course of 
his judgment he said that he wished to guard against it being supposed 
that he expressed any opinion that there might not be a contract of sale 
within the meaning of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, of minerals which 
at the date of the contract were ungotten.—CounseL, J. FR. Atkin, 
K.C., and LZ. M. Richards; J. A. Simon, K.C., and Lleufer Thomas. 
Soricrrors, 7'. D. Jones & Co., for Edward Harris, Swansea; J. 7. 
Lewis, for Andrew & Thompson, Swansea. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





*.* In the report of Dewar v. Goodman in last week’s issue, the 
solicitors for the appellant were Messrs. Harold Edwards & Wynn 
Evans, and not Messrs. Harold Edwards & Cohn, as stated in the 


report. 
New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1908-9. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During the Christmas Vacation all applications ‘‘ which may require 
to be immediately or prcmptly heard’’ are to be made to the judge 
who for the time being shall act as Vacation Judge. 

The Right Honourable Mr. Justice Coteripce will act as Vacation 
Judge from Tuesday, December 22nd, to Saturday, January 9th, 1909. 
both days inclusive. His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ 
Chambers on Thursday, 31st December, 1908, and Thursday, 7th 
January, 1909. 

On days other than those when the Vacation Judge sits in chambers 
a mag in urgent matters may be made to his lordship personally or 

y post. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope capable of receiving the 
papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the 
Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts 
of Justice, London, W.C.”" 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation 
Judge can be obtained on application at the Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

The Chambers of Mr. Justice Joyce and Mr. Justice Eve (Division 
L to R) will be open (for Vacation business only) from 10 to 2 on 
Thursday, December 24th; Tuesday, December 29th; Wednesday, 
December 30th; Thursday, December 3l1st, 1908; Friday, January Ist; 
Tuesday, January 5th ; and Wednesday, January 6th, 1909. 














Societies. 


Society of Public Teachers of Law in England 
and Wales. 


A large and representative meeting was held in the Council Room 
of the Law Society on Tuesday afternoon, to consider the advisability 
of forming a society to further the cause of legal education and to 
discuss matters affecting the work and interests of public teachers of 
law in England and Wales. 

Professor Goudy, Regius Professor of Civil Law at Oxford, was 
voted to the chair; and there were present, ae others, Professors 
A. V. Dicey and Holland, and Messrs. P. J. Trevelyan and W. M. 
Geldart (readers), of Oxford, Professors Clark and Kenny, and Mr. 
H. D. Hazeltine (reader), of Cambridge, Professors Sir John Macdonell 
Cault, and Murison, of the London University, Dr. Blake Odgers, 
Mr. Hugh Fraser, and Mr. J. A. Strahan (readers to the Council of 
rw ad ereens, ~~ Bg gy oe members of the Law 

ciety’s teaching staff, Mr. H. C. Dowdall, of Liverpool Universit 
(Lord Mayor Of "Liverpodl}; Professor Phi ym 7 


title system. . 
» of Leeds University, ; Christmas recess on Thursday in this week. 





and Professor Levi, of the University of Wi 


ales. Letters of er: 
and sympathy were read from Professor Vinogradoff, of Oxford, Vice- 


Chancellor Hopkinson and Professor Copinger, of 
University, and many other —— : 

The various speakers dwelt forcibly on the strikin Beg mee in 
public legal education which had taken place during the generation, 
and on the many new problems awai solution. It was calculated 
that there are considerably over 100 public teachers, and not less 
than 2,000 students, giving and receiving instruction in law at the 
present time. Stress was also laid on the novel character of the 
various organisations for providing educational facilities which had 
Leen established during the same period, including not only the central 
professional bodies, such as the Council of Legal Education and the 
Legal Education Committee of the Law Soziety, and the newer 
universities founded in the great provincial towns, but also the 
municipal machinery which had been enlisted in support of the move- 
ment, and the local professional bodies and interests. Attention was 
also called to the new types of law student which were making their 
appearance, especially the numerous class which is engaged for several 
hours of the day in office work, and can, therefore, only devote a 
limited time to the study of legal principles. Finally, the speakers 
dwelt with great emphasis on the advantages to be deriyed from 
occasional personal intercourse between men engaged in a common 
work under very diverse conditions and at widely scattered centres. 

The various proposals were unanimously and cordially accepted, and 
the society, membership of which is open to all public teachers of 
law in England and Wales, may now be regarded as founded. Pro- 
vision was duly made for the enrolment as honurary members, on 
the invitation of the committee, of gentlemen who have held similar 
qualifications in England and Wales, but have now ceased to do so, 
and of gentlemen holding or having held similar qualifications in other 
parts of the United Kingdom and in other countries. 

The Chairman, Sir John Macdonell, Professor Copinger, Dr. Blake 
Odgers, Mr. Edward Jenks, Mr. Hazeltine, and Mr. Arthur Langridge 
were appointed a drafting committee to frame the rules of the society 
for presentation to the first general meeting, which is to be held in 
July next, and Professor Goudy, Mr. Hazeltine, and Mr. Edward Jenks 
were elected president, treasurer, and hon. secretary respectively 
for the year 1909. 

A cordial vote of thanks to the Council of the Law Society for the 
use of the society’s rooms was passed by acclamation, and the meeting 
anded with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 

The address of the hon. secretary is 9, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
W.C. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Travers-Smith Scholarship. 


At a meeting of the Council of the Law Society, held on the llth 
inst., the scholarship for the year 1908 was, on the recommendation of 
the trustees of the late Mr. Joseph Travers-Smith, awarded to Mr. 
Harold Reason Pyke, who served his articles with Mr. C. C. Marriott, 
of London, 


a 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law STUDENTs’ DEBATING SociETY.—Dec. 15.—Chairman, Mr. 8. A. 
Guest.—The subject for debate was: “That the case of Re Lane (1908 
2 Ch. 581) was wronglv decided.” Mr. H. T. Thomson opered in tHe 
affirmative, Mr. H. Delman seconded in the affirmative; Mr. G. C. 
Blagden opened in the negative, Mr. S. E. Shrimpton seconded in the 
negative. The following members continued the debate : Messrs. Pettitt, 
Breeze, and Kafka. The motion was carried by one vote. 








Obituary. — 


Mr. B. Field, 


Mr. Basil Field, a member of the well-known firm of Messrs. Field, 
Roscoe & Co., of 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, died on Sunday last, at 
the of seventy-four years. He was one of the sons of the late 
Mr. “Rawin Field, the eminent solicitor, and was educated at the 
London University, where he took the de of B.A.; was admitted 
in 1860 and subsequently joined his father’s firm, and up to his death 
took an active part in its business. Although his health for many 
years had been more or less precarious, he was in his early days a 
well-known cricketer, and throughout his life was keenly interested 
in outdoor sport. He was an excellent shot and an ardent fisherman. 
Mr. Field’s death was very sudden; while at the Law Society's hall 
on Saturday he was seized with a paralytic stroke, and only survived 
a few hours after removal to his home. 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


' Mr. Hersert G. Rasratt, solicitor, of Salisbury House, London-wall, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner to take Affidavits, to Examine 
Witnesses, and generally exercise the Office of a Commissioner for the 
High Court of Southern Rhodesia. 


Mr. W. F. K. Taytor, K.C., of the Northern Circuit, and Judge of 
the Court of Passage, Liverpool, has been appointed by the General 
Council of the Bar as their Representative upon the Court of the 
University of Liverpool, in the place of Mr. Justice Pickford, whose 
term of office expires at the end of the year. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


JOHN WYNN STANIER JONES and FRANK SILVERS WILLIAMS- 
THOMAS, solicitors (Jones, Barrada'e, & Thomas), Dudley. Sept. 30. 
[ Gazette, Dec. 11. 


JOHN TREWAVAS and ARTHUR FREDERICK MASSEY, solicitors 
(Trewavas & Massey), Bradford. Dec. 9. The said John Trewavas will 
in future practise at 23, Cheapside, Bradford ; the said Arthur Frederick 
Massey will in fature practise at 1, Cheapside, Bradford. 

[ Gazette, Dec. 15. 


General. 
Mr. Justice Sutton has been suffering from an attack of influenza. 


The Companies Consolidation Bill passed through Committee in the 
House of Commons on Tuesday, and was reported, with some amend- 
ments, to the House. 


On the 10th inst., in the House of Commons, the following, among 
other Bills, were withdrawn, namely, Trawling in Prohibited Areas 
Prevention Bill, Contempts of Court Bill, County Courts Bill, and 
Licensing (Consolidation) Bill. 


On Monday last, in the House of Commons, Mr. Buxton, in moving 
the second reading of the Post Office Savings Bank Public Trustee 
No. 2 Bill, explained that its cbject was to enable the Public Trustee 
to open accounts in the Post Office Savings Bank for various small 
estates with which he had to deal. Each estate was subject to the 
limit imposed on savings bank accounts. The Bill was read a second 
time and committed to a Committee of the whole House. 


Mr. James Sheil, the London ex-magistrate, whose death was 
announced last week, had, says the Hvening Standard, a keen sense of 
humour, and at times a remarkably bitter toague. He was a bachelor, 
a keen horseman, and a lover of animals generally. Mr. Partridge sat 
on alternate days with Mr. Sheil for a long while, and a horse case 
came up before the former. The animal was brought before Mr. 
Partridge, who—conscious of his lack of technical knowledge—-told 
the applicant to bring the horse next day, remarking: ‘‘ Mr. Sheil 
is a better judge of a horse than I am.’”’ The matter was settled in 
the mormiag, but when an applicant that day wunted matrimunial 
advice he was told, ‘‘Come again to-morrow. Mr. Partridge is a 
Letter judge of a woman than I am.” 


Commenting on “‘ The failure of American criminal law,”’ the Central 
Law Journal calls attention to a decree of the Missouri Supreme Court 
in the recent case of State v. Campbell (210 Mo. 202), where that court 
held that the absence of the word ‘‘the’’ before the word “ state”’ 
in the clause “‘ agains: the peace and dignity of the state,’’ rendered 
the indictment absolutely void and reversed and remanded the case 
for a new trial, and remarks that the case involved the crime of rape, 
which, next to murder, most wildly arouses the public indignation. 
It does not take a philosopher to determine the effect of such a decision 
upon the community whose sense of justice and right has been outraged 

the commission of such a crime. Lawyers may follow with some- 

ing of interest the fine-spun argument of the court as to the 

substantial significance of the article ‘‘ the,’’ which in some languages, 

as the Latin, is so tremendously important as not to have even an 

ivalent, but the general people, snd even that class among them 

who are inclined to = thoughtful, and to think soberly, will regard 

the distinction sought to be made as the merest sophistry, and as 
trifling with the sacred rights of the people. 


The Second Report of the Select Committee of the House of 
Commons to which the Trusts Bill was referred states that, in response 
to an invitation from the Attorney-General, they cbtained criticisms 
of the Bill from several of his Majesty’s judges and other legal 
authorities. Many of the criticisms supportel apprehensions enter- 
tained by various members of the committee, in consequence of which 
they issued the first special report before proceeding further. In view 
of the criticisms they came to the conclusion that it was practically 
impossible to report the Bill in a form to be passed this Session. The 
committee directed their attention to the followi1.g questions :—(a) 
Whether the committee shoald recommend that the Bit or a Bill for 
the like , should be introduced in a subsequent Session; 
(5) whether committee should recommend that it is expedient to 
make another attempt to express the law of trusts (other than statutory 
law) in a complete and exhaustive statatory code; and (c) whether 





the committee should recommend that in the next or a subsequent 
Session a Bill should be introduced for consolidating and codifying 
such parts of the law of trusts as are the subject of statute law, or 
are as firmly established by judicial decision as the propositions and 
rules of trust law and administration, which have already been 
embodied in statute law. The questions (a) and () the committee 
answer in the negative, and the last question is answered in the 
affirmative. 


Massachusetts, says the American Law Review, is the first of the 
[United] States to recognise by legislation that an adequate system of old- 
age annuities for wage-earners is a pressing social need. England has just 
turned to old-age pensions charged whey upon general taxation, 
a sort of general out-dcoor relief. Massachusetts is seeking to uvoid 
this alternative. The aim of the recent Savings Bank Insurance 
and Annuity Law is to secure to her wage-earners voluntary instead 
of compulsory old-age insurance; to make her superannuated working 
men independent instead of dependent; to relieve instead of further 
burdening general taxation. The instrument employei to this end 
is the existing savings banks supplemented by numerous agencies. By 
the Savings Bank Insurance and uity Act of 1907, a permissive law, 
the functions of these banks are extended to the issue of annuities and 
life insurance in small amounts. The banks employ no solicitors, 
but agencies without number may be established in stores, in factories, 
and in other businesses, also with trade unions and other organisations 
through which applications for annuities and insurance may be made 
and premiums paid. The machinery provided by the new law, and 
in other businesses, which was put into practical operation in June, 
1908, is such as to promote a rapid extension of the system throughout 
the Commonwealth. The State Actuary performs for all the banks all 
the expert insurance work. He determines premiums and reserves, 
frames the forms of policies, and prescribes the method of accounting. 
In like manner the State Medical Director also prescribes for all the 
banks the regulations relating to acceptability and health of applicants 
for insurance, and acts as supervising and advising physician to the 
local physicians of the banks. 


At Manchester, on Tuesday, says the Times, Mr. Brierley, 
stipendiary magistrate, was engaged in hearing summonses taken out 
by the Anti-Gambling League against Mr. Edward Hulton and Messrs. 
Hulton & Co. (Limited), newspaper proprietors, of Manchester, for 
alleged offences against the Lottery Acts by conducting ‘‘ Limerick” 
competitions in a paper called ZJdeas. The summonses were for: 
(1) Publishing a proposal or scheme for the sale of chances in a certain 
lottery not authorised by any Act of Parliament; (2) unlawfully 
selling chances in a certain lottery; and (3) unlawfully keeping an 
office at Mark-lane ‘‘ to exercise,’’ keep open, show, and expose to 
played and drawn a lottery not authorised by any Act of Parliainent, 
to wit,. a lottery known «us ‘Jdeas Limericks.’’’ The summonses 
against Mr. Edward Hulton alleged that he aided and abetted in the 
commission of these offences. Counsel for the complainants produced 
a copy of 7deas for June 3 this year, and drew attention to the con- 
ditions of the competition as there set out. First of all there was 
the announcement :—‘‘ This week we again offer a prize of £390 for 
the best line, and two prizes of £50 each for the two next best lines.” 
Sovereigns were also offored to 100 other readers ‘‘ by way of con- 
solation.’”” The Court of Appeal, he submitted, had in terms stated 
that that alone constituted an advertisement of a lottery. The 100 
sovereigns, they had said, might be sent arbitrarily and irrespective 
of whether the competitors had shown any special skill or not in sending 
in the last line of the ‘‘ Limericks.’’ Another paragraph of the con- 
ditions referred to the editor’s decision being final and concluaive. 
He submitted that that again, on the authority of the Court of Appeal, 
constituted a lottery by the leaving of the decision as to the winners 
of the prizes to the arbitrary and unfettered decision of the editor. 
Counsel for tha defence contended that a limited company could not 
be proceeded against, as this company was, under the Lottery Acts of 
1823. Mr. Brierley held that the proceedings could not be taken 
against a limited company, and that the summons must be dismissed. 
He dismissed one summons, and agreed to state a case for a higher 
court on the point raised. The other summonses he adjourned during 
the consideration of the case stated for the higher court. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reoisrzars tx ATTENDANCE ON 





Eusrcexcy Arrzat Covet Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Rora. No, 2. Jovon. _SWinvEx Eapy. 

di ...Dec, 21 Mr Theed Mr Synge Mr Tindal King Mr Beal 
ena ssi om 22 ‘ Greswell Theed Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Wednesday ...... 23 Synge Tindal King Leach Church 
Thursday ......... rz) Borrer Bloxam Farmer Synge 

Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Date ‘Wanrninoron. Nevit.s. Panxes. ove, 
Monday ...Dec, 21 Mr Church Mr Farmer Mr Leach Mr Greswell 
Tuesday ......... 22 Synge Borrer Farmer ea 
Wednesday ...... 23 hand Greswell Borrer Goldschmidt 
Thursday ........ % Tindal King Beal Greswell Church 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Thursday, the 24th day of Decembrr 
1908, and terminate on W.doesday, the 6th day of January, 1909, both days inclusive. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fatvay, Deo, 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Liuitep 1s Onanogry, 


Avuwrwrom Ooxroration, Litre -Peta for wiading up, presented Dec 7, directed 
to be neard Jan 12, Ro»b, Tenole cnmbrs, ne Seg ‘av, solors foc the petners 
No ice a must reach the above-na ned not later uhan6 o’cioce in the after- 
noon of Jan 

Eeorrrtas Mart Sreamsatr Oo, Liuereo -Creditors are required, on or bafore Jan cd 
to send thetr names and address 38, aid the pariicalars of taeir depts or claims, to 
Edward Dexter, 21, [ronmonger In, liquidator 

Farncn Rattwar Gurpz, Lats editors are required, on or before ag 18, to sead 
their names addresses, and particulsacs of th Fs. debts or ila 
Barta, | &. Laarence foantaay nil, Edwards & ©», E.sstcheap, : for the 


liqui 
AS 5 Kensmaw & le Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 35, to send 

Ble names and see, and particulars of their 4ebts or claims, t » Joho Septinnus 
Bowler, 78, st,  ieschatek Booth, Manchester, solor for the 

Tatsor Herpert Remepres Oo, Limrrep—Cceditors are required, on or before Jan 1, 
to send their names and a 1dresses, and particulars of chsir debis or claims, wo Charles 
Lucas, Boston, liquidator 

Txomas Fist “#ER & Sons, Lrurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 10, directed 
to be heara at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manahester, Dec 21 at 11.30, eos 
& Jones, Radcliffe, solors for the petners. Notice of sppearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 


London Gazette.—Tunspar, Dec, 15, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lo«ttep iw Cmancrey. 


Excrtston Cooxep Meats Awp Provision Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or 
tefore Jan 23, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Henry Jackson, 35, Bersitt st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Exorision Worxs, Covarrry, Liurrep (1s Votustarsy Liquipation)—Creditors are 

required, on or before Feb 2, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of. their debts or claims, to William Henry Carson, High st chmpbrs, Coventry. 
Martin, Coventry, solor for liquicator 
GeanvILLE THRATRES be 2), ae ane are sogneet, onor bsfore Dec $1, to 
send their names an the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Roark, 34, Guildhall room eee teas 

Joun LanGFIELD , Limtrzp—OCreditora are requ'red, on or before Jan 18, to send 
their names and addresses, an a. of vheir debts or claims, to Alfred 
Burgess, 4, Chapel walks, Re Goultry & Goodfellow, , solors for 


liquidator 
Lompom Hitman Coataten Cars, Limrrsv (un omen) Galion are requested, 
debts to Horace J Veiton, King’s House, 


before Dec 43, to seu.d —- of their 
King 8t, Uheapaide, liquidator 

Maoninery Irusr, Limrrep (t# Votunrary LrqurpaTion FoR THE PURPOSE OF 
AMALGAMATION WiTH ras Linotrr2 Uo, Limirep) — Creditors are req on 
or before Jan 30, to rend their namss and addresses, and the particaiars of 
debts or claims, to Eawin Lewis Coote, leet st. Minet & Oo. St Helen’s pi, 
— naan. Bary ten Menreen of tue ‘boon da of the said Machinery T. ust 

of W e liquidator is aware, have been d discnarged ; 

m.. ame § formally for ig protect < Hy ~* é eadleponaan 
erstHam AtBury Farm, Limirep—Petn for winding w P, pressnted Dec 7, directed 
to b be he ard at the County vourt, Croydon, on Joa 12 at 10.30 roliiiney,, Temple 

‘emple av, solor for ers Notice appearing 

raed ot later thto 6 o'clo0¥ mn the afternoon of Jan 1 oe 
UMBER oar’s Heap Horet Moroat txvesrment Socrgety, Lrurrep—Creditors are 
reqaured, on or before Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, 2 and the particulars 
i bd debts or claims, to John Robert Ecroyd, 101, Plantation st, Accrington, 

dator 

Bours Arzicaw Roap Transrort Oo, age gong: are uired, on 
Jan 26, to send their names and ai the pestioulons of their “rare | F 
claims, to Harry Victor Askham, 67, Chisweil Bt, ot liquidgee 











The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Jan. 19.—Mesers, Taurcoop & Magtin, at the at 2: Freehold Gro 
ned advertisement, back page, this week). Mart, and. Rents 


Results of Sales. 
Reverstons, Poutorgs, &o. 


Mesars, H. E, Fosrzn & Cranrretp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (N 
the above-named interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., > 4 ~ ‘ag on ~ 4. 
= toliowing lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount 1 


14, aad 
REVERSION to £2468, also Policy for £450 .., on on ~ eee 
ABGOLUTE REVERSIO NB: wastes: 

84 cae ae” ake ek hy SS ee 
ee a ee 
To £11,280 rt ts 5,200 
To £6 750 ... om te Hee la a eee Oe *. 2,900 
Nicos) Als*-) SakecSagg OS Leg ee ae 810 
a ie £2,000 .. Ge evs one eve . ma o0e oe = ge 1, 150 

POLIVY OF das ANCE: Ses eet Mee ss ee ae 
a. . 2. S-S°e5e7e-e 2 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette,—Faivay, Deo, 11, 
Evans ae Ben Jonson rd, Stepney Jan 1 Trattle v Evans, Neville, J Lumb, 
Gaay, v= Sansa, Eastbourse April 10 nt om v Attorney-General, 


PI. Dax or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Fatpar, Dec 4, 
Avamen Crane Cares, Upper Parkstone, Dorset Jan 11 Clarke & Co, John st, 

ford row 

Baxrar. Ann Hareret, W a ag Dae J8&CA Whall, =” 
Benxeeriz.p, Evizasera, yn Dec 31 Watts & Co, Yeovil 
Beewagp, Fanny Wesron, Offham —. ren Jan 7 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Buvop, Rosert Wit.iam, Edgbaston, Birmiogham i 7 Walford, Bi 
I anchester, 1i Boardman & Barritt, Man- 





BoaRpMaN, Jonn Horwoop, M Solicator Jan 
ester 
Braprorp, Taomas. a ae 23 itunes 3 & Co. STs. 
Brapine, Heney, Hox = IL’ Harris Co, Finsbury sq 


eee, pe } wren in Furness, ictualler Jan 5 Townsend, Barrow in 
Beomnem, Witiram, Grasmere rd, Muswell Hill Jan 1 Regge & Ackroyd, Finsbury 


Gam Pintae Avr, Sidmooth, Jan2 © * 1 Os Li ety ay 

RDER, FaxDeERic, Linen Draper Dec ossel 3, — 
Davipsox, Mary Soupneams ‘e~ A Jani Radciiffes ie & Higgins, Blackburn 
Davis, Heaseer. <q 23 Me Bow st, Covent gardea 
Ex1coop, Jouyn Eopert, British own By Rencher Jani10 Harvey & Clarke, 


Et.ison, WruL1AM, Blackburn, Broker Dec 23 Bennison, Blackburn 
Foor, Water, Longsight, Manchester, Innkeeper Dec 18 Hockin & Co, Man- 


Goop, Rosert, Dec 31 Hapa & Behe. ster a is, 
Gorpox, Hamitton Wixxor, Bournemouth Andrew & 





London Bridge 
Co, Great James st, 
row 
Gray, CuarLes Heesert, Maida vale, Colliery Agent Jan5 Ince&Co, Fenchurch st 
Hanrer, Jouy, §; ton, Suffolk, Farmer Dec 31 Josselyn & me Ipswich 
Haworrts, Ecien Rose, Paris Jan2i Fooks, Carey st, Lincoln's 
Hawrnosn, Ametia Enpersy, Settignano, Florence, Italy Jan 20 yee & Co, Great 
James st, Bedford row 

Hitven, CatuEaine Jang, Woodbridge, or Jan 15 Gross, Woodbridge 
Ho.royp, Fanny Mary, Ripe, Sussex Fi ‘ebi Lewis & wane, 5 Te 
Hows, Wi1.14m, Chobham, Surrey, a... Jan9 Barton, W: 
Hoaner, Mary ANNE Euizapera, Walthamstow Dec 3) Houghion & Son, Finsbury 


pavement 
Hvones, James Barertey, Macclesfield Jan 1 Mair & Co, Macclesfield 
Hust, Mary Axsxz, Brighton Dec 
Horrtoy, Geores, Suaceriand Jan 14 "teen & De 
James, ‘THomas, Clifton, Bristol Feb1 To 
Jongs, Cuar.es, Newport, Mon, Li 
on 
Joyvzs, Roprrt Lieweiiyry, any 
Jucerxs, Taomas, Wallington Jan 12 


, Teignmouth 
*Jan 1 Dauncey & Sons, Newport, 


Timber Merchant Jan7 Bromley & Co, Rhyl 
wiand & Hutchinson, Crovdon 
Lixe, Witi1am James, Gloucester cres, Regent’s Park Jan 20 Andrew & Co, Great James 
st, Bedford row 


Lampert, Epwagp Titer, —, Sussex Febi1 Harwood & Pusey, Cannon st 
Lanopos, Aanes, Brixten Jan20 Andrew & Co, Great James st, Bedford row 
Lea, Joux Epwarp, Bispham, nr Ormskirk, Farm Labourer Jan 2 Clarke & Son, 


Preston 
= Epwakrp, Monkseaton, Northumberland Dec23 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon 


a 4 Mary Any, Leigh, Lancs Dec3l Marsh so » Leigh, Lancs 

Maytey, Wittiax, Croydon Jan7 nan 4 Co, Queen Vis 

Messencer, Emicy Jane, Sandwich Jan5 Fielding & ‘Coke te Randwich 

Mipp.etos, Josera Law, Walbrook Jan15 W H & A G Herbert, Cork st, Burlington 


waneeen Ses Tuoxas Heway, Chigwell, Essex, Omnibus Proprietor Jan7 Hubbard & Co, 


Owen, Saran = Li Staffs Jan 14 Birch & Birch, Lichfield 
a Cuan_es Samvunt, pas, Chester Jan 20 Andrew & Co, Gt James st, Bedford 


Paanson, Fanny, Hartlepool Jan8 Edgar, Hartlepool 

e2anson, Isaac, Offerton, St Dee 22 —_ Stockport 
PERaix, Tames AWES, Jan 1 Laxton, Bristol 
Puiprs, SAMUEL, Gloucester Jan 6 Thomas, Cheltenhaxa 
Raw e, Caarces, Spaxton, Somerset, Yous Dee 21 Reed & Reed, Bri 
Resxiz, Daviv, Mortimer rd, Snes Jan7 Freeman & Son, Bedford row 
Sap.uer, James, Burslem, Staffs, Jet Manufacturer Dec 21 Wain & Garris, Burslem 
Sa.tTsouss, James, Thornton le Fylde, Lan, — Dec Go, Black 
orks, Joiner Jan 


ScnOLEFig.p, Jouy, & Ca, Dewsbury 
Sewe.i, Magcaret Euiza, juties ‘Jan 15 Stibbard & , Leadenkall st 
Clapton, Gauger Jan5 Whittiagton & Co, Bishops- 


Sisuey, Soe ee rd, Upper 
ithou 
Bioeesrron, Witu1am Rosy, Wilmslow, Chester, Cotton Spinner Dec3i Vaudrey & Co, 


SrawsrigLp, Witttam, Midgley, nr Halifax Jan 14 Longbotham & 
Svepen, Samust, Crouch End, Hornsey Jani Wilson & singhall st 
Swarsrick, Davip, H Manchester, Innkeeper Jan 2S ang | Manchester 
Taomas, JosRPH, Nai Yeoman Dee 3t Ls Bristol 
Taomas, Taomas Eowaap, The Avenue, Kew Jan8 Phillips. Bigware “ 
ee Wiiitam Hayay Exruiox, Crawley, Sussex Jan 5 Stevens & 

row 
Tories, Faaxcis Hotrorp, Herne —{ Dec 26 Toller & Godliman st 
Varney, Taomas, Clarence rd, Jan 4 Phillips & . Gresham house 
Waker, Mary, Tunbridge Weils ‘Tan 2 Crowders & Lincoln's inn fields 
Waews, —— Pavupsntivs, Greenwich, Barrister at Law Jan2 Barrow, Lincoln's 
Witurams, Owan Joun, St ng i li + & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 
Yares, Mary Barus Mevuviss, Lancs Jan 16 Burton, Liverpool 

Tondom Gasette,—Tussvar, Dec. 8. 

Assan, Seen Heway Baven, Cambridgterr, Hyde Park Jan 5 Hores & Co, Lincoln's 
Coctrea, Tuomas Anruvr, Hove, Sussex Dec 31 Ry ~ Hove 
Corser, Magy Haxxan, on Sea, ae Gregeon, Surrey 
Davis, Cuaates Witt Geggem, Sane, iron Founder Jan 12 pny hy 


Eu.is, Wiiiiam, .~- Dec 31 partes & ton 
Farapank. Josepu, Pudsey, Yorks, Insurance [aspsotor Jan 9 Fairbank, Horsforth, 


Faworrt, Tomas Gresonxe, Yarm, Yorks, Land Agent Jan3) Faber & Oo, Stockton 
poy 

Fintay, Evtzanetra Axx, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 21 Qhartres & Youll, Newoastle 
u 

Fintat: Bvas, ove, Wewenstie upon Tyne Deo 2i Chartres & Youll, Newcastle upon 


Gate, Ann Saxpeaaox, Bishop's Stortford Deo2l Nesbit & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Gawcey, Wiiuiam, Sheffield Dec 24 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


Goap, aon «eerie Surrey Jan 8 Parish & Hickson, Laureace 
Giratina, Susanna Yearurap, ae Jan7 Merson, Bournemouth - 


@naname, Isapetta een Herne Bay Jan 30 Lincoln's inn fields 





‘arrington and Parker, J) Deacon & Oo, 


Hasties, 
Groumpaiver, Sanaa Buzasern, hton Jan 4 Cockburn & 
Houiny, Cini, Crosland Msor, Huddersiteld Greengrocer Dec 82 ak Huddere- 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. ‘ 
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Howanp, Any, Torquay Jan4 Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, Queen st 

, Les, Solicitor Jan i3 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 

Jessup, Groner, Leicester Jan 31 Salusbary & Woodhouse, Leicester 

Kee, James, Stanton Drew, nr Pensford, Somerset, Yeoman Jan9 Mutlow, Bristol 

Kine, Mary Hanwag, Kilmaioham, Iréland Jan 19 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Smith & Co, Horbling, zeae 

Lock woop, Josera, Lapton, Yorks,Farmar Dec 22 Turner, Haddersfield 

MicHo.ts, Eow arp Emanuet, Princes gate Jan 30 Parker & Co, 8t Michael’s Rectory, 


Hossarp, Davin Joun, Eltham rd 


Laweence, Taomas, Hacoonby, Lines Jan 4 


Simons, Racugn Resecoa, 


Mrrowett, Witi1am Hewry, Old Change, Warehouseman pe 81 Waller & Co, Coleman st | Topp, Mary, W: 


Noanzis, Racust, Cannes, Jan 31 Johnson & Co, Birmingha 
Paaxes, Wicu14m, Edgbaston, Birmingham 


Jan 22 Potnton & Evershed, Birmingham 
Peacock, Jouy, Nottingham Dec23 Saywell, a 





Tomuuinsoy, Anns, Thane 


Rep, Jonn Erasmus, Basinghall st, General Merchant Jan 6 Russell & Sons, Ley st 
SELsy.Grorar Donaupson, Redlands Park, Bristol Dec 25 Gregson, Surrey st 


, Strand 
twich, nr Manchester Jan 9 Norton & Howe, Manchester 


Suits, Gorpon Sipvey Ricwarp WELL8, South Benfleet, Essex, Surgeon Jan 20 Andrew 
, Great James st, Bedford row 
Surra, Jans, Boy Royal Hospital, Chelsea March 25 Charles Arthur Cohen, c.o. Chetham, 


Smita, front Anny Eltham, Kent Jan9 AR & H Steele, College hill 
Sreep, Eviza, Redland, Bristol Jan 10 Bevan & Co, Bristol 


Dec $1 Chartres & Youll, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Holloway Jan2 Pumfre: 3 ‘Bon, Paternoster row 


villas, 
| Turton, Mary, Leeds Jan5 Clarke & Whittington, 


| Watts, Wittram Huson, Fitzjohn’s av, Hampstead Jan . Winterbotham, Frederick's 


| Wiiirams, WitutaAM i Ebbw Vale, Mon, Commission Agent Jan19 Dauncey 


Ramsaaw, Marrua, Percy Main, Northumberland Jan 5 Brown & Holliday, North pl, Old Jewry 
Ramsuaw, Ratra, Percy Main, Northumberland, Shipowner Jan5 Brown & Holliday, & Son, T. 
North Shields | WaiceLesworts, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec, 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axsranam, Atsert Grorcr, Pembroke, Baker Pembroke 

*—Dock Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 

Aparanams, Mavaice Victor, Fore st High Court Pet Nov 
20 Ord Dec8 

— 7 Henny, Bridgnorth, Grocer Madeley Pet Dec 

Dec 8 

Batiay, Hargis, Bedford sq, Whitechapel, er Mer- 
chant High Court Pet N Nov16 Ord Dec 

Battarp, Psacy, Eaton, Derby, Architect Derby 
and Long Eaton Pet Noy 21 Ord Dec 

Barker, Reetvatp Astciry, Great Winchester st, Financier 

Court Pet Oct21 Ord Decs 

Begsy, James, ate me — nr Barnsley, Farmer 
Barnsley Pet Dec9 U:d Dec9 

Bruuseuam, Frasx Tuomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, 
Grocec Birmingham Pet Dec7 Ord Dee 7 

Brapiey, Atssat Epwarp, Scarborough, Accountant 
Sc. Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec7 

Baetr, Jauzs, West Hartlepool, Glass Dealer Sunderland 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Beowsisc, Bayax, jun,Cleethorpes,Grocer Great Grimsby 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Boppex, Wittiam Freperice Fart, Upper —— 
Dorset, Labourer eae Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Camacno, Apet, Elsham rd, Kensington, Merchant High 

Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Dec 8 

— Josern, Leadenhall st High Court Pet Nov 20 


Ciapson, T, & és Featherstone st, City rd High Court 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 7 


. Cuties & Co, oun rd, Old Kent rd, ~y ow and 
Decorators Ord Dec 


Court Pet Oct 19 
Custer, Hexay Haprizip, Matlock Bath, Derby, + artist 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec9 
Dasist, Rosatp Axous Datermets, Suffolk, Doctor 
Great Yarmouth Pet Noy 23 Ord Dec 9 
Deasicx, Atpsrt Epwaap, Cleveland, Somerset, Cal 
Merchant Bristol Pet 


Dec8 Ord Dec 8 
Dorey, Taomas Beexxaep Manszit, Heath Town, 
Wolverham ae | tamed Painter Wolverhampton 
Pet Dee 8 Ord 


Favutstica, Karu ead Chipp2nham rd, Harrow rd, 
Baker High Cours Pe: Dec9 Ord Dec9 
Fiemace, Georcr - ye Watford, Grocer 8t Albans 


Pet Dece5 Ord Dee 
Gagnick, Faasx neaindie: Cheltenham, Tailor 
Itenham Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 


Che! 
Gavart, Arzep, Bradford, Mechanic Bradford Pet Dec 9 
Dec,Ord 9 


Grartox Agrncz, Worksop, Nutts, 
Sheffield Pet Dec? Ord Dect 
Hatt, Ricuarp Porrez, and Fraxx Hatt, Keswick, 
7 Bailders Cockermouth Pet Dec7 Ord 

‘oy 18 


Hewer, Caaetes Hamotis, Cricklade, Wilts, Machinist 
swindon Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
wer oy Cardiff, Furnisher Aberdare Pet Dec 9 


Hispsos, Witutam, Southwaite, nr Carlisle, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 


Bootmaker 














Hirst, Henry, Wyke, Yorks, Wire Drawer Bradford 
Pet Dee 8 Ord Dec 8 

Hupsox, Frorence Acsyes, Huddersfield Huddersfield 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 


Joxzs, Jonn Ropert, Bethesda, Boot Maker Bangor Pet 
Dec1 Ord Dec7 
Legs, Caartes Betcuer, Stones Cross, pains, Staffs, 
Grocer Stafford Pet Dec8 Ord 
Leoyagp, Casares, Birmingham, om Action Filer 
i Pet Dee 7 ‘Ord Dec 7 


egar 

Manrtiy, Exxest, Humberstone, panier, Cabinet Maker 
Leicester Pet Novi14 Ord D 

Mayocock, Joux, Wisbech 8t Sab Isle of Ely, Cam- 
bridge, Grocer Kisg’s Lynn Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec7 

Moatimoae, CHuARLEs, ee Builder Greenwich 
Pet Nov13 Ord 

Paes, Wituram Epwarp, “itord, Essex, Florist Chelms- 
ford Pet ey) 7 Ord Dec7 

dford, Mason Bradford Pet Dec 7 


Dec 7 

Pym, Joay, Levenshulme, Manchester, Coal Merchant 
Manchester Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Bevan C Lewis, Barking rd, ; ad Toun, Hosier 


Paice, |) yaaa 
Ord 


Court Pet Nov 19 Ord D Bee 

Rewty, Wituam, Hig let Chest, 

Travelling Draper Macelestie!d | ey ae Ord Dee 7 

Saxps, Bexsamix, No am, ad Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 7 

Saywoop, Henry, Wotton gad Edge, Glos, Grocer 
Gloucester Pet Dee 4 Ord D 

Scansroucs, Heamay, Upper Westgate, Allertoa, ee. 
— Quarry Owner Bradford Pet Dec 9 Ord 
ec 9 

Sextox, ArcursaLD, West Pts, Essex, Builder Col- 


chester Pet Dec7 Ord 
— Joszren, Eccles, Lancs, Hatter Salford Pet Nov 26 
Gasman Water Atraep, eng Somerset, Butcher 
Ord Des 





Dec8 

Wells Pet Dec8 

Suita, Stepney, and ALBERT ein Woop, Sheffield, 
Boot Makers Sheffield Pet Dec8 Ord Decs 

Tay.oe, Core .ivs, Easington, Castle Eden, 89, Darham, 
Grocer Sunderland Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Tomas, SAMUEL, Birkenhsed, Photographer's Assistant 
Birkenhead Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 

Tsomassox, Evten Bearaices, Cardiff, Printer Cardiff 
Pet Nov 18 Dec 7 

Tresarye, WituiaM, Maesteg, Collier Cardiff Pet Dec 8 
Ord Dee 8 

Tottoca-Gair, Gertrupe Fioresce, Hove, Sussex, Pror- 
prietress of a Nursing Home Brighton Pet Dec 8 
Urd Dec 8 

Vaveuas, Davip Joux, Tredegar, Builder Tredegar Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Varvenrs, Roseat, ee. ‘nr Preston, Farmer Preston 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 

Vester, Ropger J oll Lower Edmonton, Linotype 
Operator Edmonton Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Wearneacter, Hen«y, Rusthall, nee Wells, Baker 
Tunbridge Welis Pet Dec8 Ord ets 

Wecs, Joszru, Manchester, Job Master Manchester Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec8 

RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 

Bagyetr, Faaxcis Sauoet, Liverpool, Secre! Live 1 

Rec Ord Aug5 Res Dec7 sad we 





DWARD, » Mabigueen, Huddersfield Dec 26 Booth, Huddersfield 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Assott, Joux, Salford, Grocer Dec 19 at 11 Off Rie, 
B at, Manchester 


yrom 
ApgaHams, Mavaice Victor, Fore st Dec 22 at }1 
Bankru: bldgs, Carey st 


Bappeutsy, Heney, Bridgnorth, Grocer Decl9 at 12.45 
Off Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Baan, Hares, Bedford eq, Whitechapel, Timber Mer- 
chant Dec 22 at12 Bankrup' pty blige, Carey st 

—- Reainatp Aster, Great chester st, Financier 
Dec 23 atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bess, Epwarp, Mount Pleasant, Forden, Montgomery, 
Varmer Jan 14 at 10.30 1, High st, Newtown 

Bruuineuam, Frank Tuomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, 
Grocer Dec 23 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


ham 

Bowysr, Witt1am George, Bridgwater Dec 22at2 10, 
Hammet st, Taunton 

Buppey, Wituiam Freperick Fatt, Upper Parketone, 
Dorset, Labourer Dec 19 at 11.30 Off Reo, Midland 
Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Camacuo, ABEL, Klsham rd, Kensington, South American 
Merchant Dec 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, oe | st 

Carozz1, oy Leadenhall Dec 23 a Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, poo be 

Cavi.u, Ricwasp, Si port, Warehouseman Dec 23 at 11 
Off Rec. Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

Cuimpson, T, & Sons, Featherstone st, City rd Dec 21 at 1 
Baukruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Crocker & Co, Coopers rd, Old Kent rd, Shopfitters 
Dec 22at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Croker, James, Whaplode 4" Lincs, Farmer Dec 19 at 


12,30 Off Rec, 8, ee st, Norwich 
Cuastiy, Henry, Ki 5 he Gull, Platelayer Dec 19 at 
11 Off Rec, Vout City chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 


Exuiorr, Grores King Wiibam st, Com Promoter 
Dec 21 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs. Garey a 

Evans, Faevsrick Guaspayn, Terydail, Carmarthen, 
Coach Builder Dec 19 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 


en 

Farnpevt, Josep Percy, Chelmsford Jan 6 at 2.30 

Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Gaunt, Atragp, Bradford, Mechanic Dec 22 at 12 Off Reo, 

, Duke st, Bradford 

Goopixe, Caantes Atrrep, Romford rd, Manor Park, 
Essex, Estate Agent Dec 21 at2.30 Bankruptoy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Hamer, Atseet, Mossley, Yorks, Carter Dec22at11 Off 
Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Harvey, Farperick Jauxs Henry, Birmingham, Baker 
Dec 22 at12 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Hit, ae Sherborne, Carriage Builder Dec 22 atl 
0. ey Catherine st, Salisbury 

ane, Hex ke, Yorks, Wire Drawer Deo 21 at 12 

Ree, 12, Dane at, Bradford 

octet Gzoncr, Worth, nur Sandwich, Club Steward 
Dec 19 at 10.30 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

Hocues, Georas, Abergele, Denbigh, Hotel Keeper Dec 
21at12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Hucues, Josrra, Leominster, Hereford Dec 19 at12 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 


Kimecrvizip, Auniz, Strangeways, Manchester, Cap Peak 
Manufacturer Dec({19 at 11,30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Lawaence, Watrer, Beeston, Notts, Bootmaker Dec 19 
atil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
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Lyra, Jonn Wiit1aM, Dog Hill Farm, Portrack, Stockton 
on Tees, Carter Dec2iat11,30 Ol Rec, Court chmbre, 


Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Morris, Avexanpge Joan, Birmingham, Grocer Dec 22 a 
11,30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Morrimonrs, Ouarues, Woolwich, Builder Dec 22 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Panter, Henry Wikis, Lower ou. Glos, Baker 
Dec 19 at 3.45 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Paakinsox, Wattee Suita, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
Dec 19 at 11 Off Reo, Mary’s chmbrs, Great 


Grimsby 
doameaen, ALBERT er poe South Ealing, Builder Dec 
Zlat12 14, Bedford ru 
Paice, Ricaarp, Bradford, _ = Dec 2l at 11 Off Rec, 
P 12, Duk 4 st, oe 
amMWars, WILLIAM JOHN, h st, Acton, Coal Merchant 
P wnt gl ta Bed eee res . 
aywoop, Henry, Wotton under Ed , Glos, Grocer 
19atl2 Off Reo, Sta Station rd, Gloncester ; pe 
ScarBrovens, Heamay, Uppar Westgate, nt bee 
Quarry Owner Dec 22 at 1h Off Rec, 12, Dake st, 


Bradford 
Tootzy, Joun Wituiam, Kingston upon Hull, Watch 
Rec, York City Bank 


Deo 19 at 11. — 0 
chmbrs, Lo 

Vestry, Ropart = New rd, Lower Edmonton, 
Linotype Operator Dec 22at 3 14, Bedford row 

Warp, we ke Eastney, Portsmouth. "Bootmaker Dec 21 
at3 Off Rec, Cam ridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 
airs, Water Cuartts Hewry, Oxford, Hairdresser 
Dec 19 at 12 1, 8t. Aldates, Oxford 

Winsavasr, Henay James, Blundellsands, a Liverpool, 

— Deo 2iat 2.80 Off Reo, 35, Victoria at, 


Liverpoo! 
Yeomax, Witt1aM Tomas, Batson, nr Saloombe, Devon, 
Painter Dec 22 atl 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
sonenin, Hone yore Victor, Fore st HighCourt Pet Nov 


Anpaews, ALA Gaexon, ash ot at, Svtchenhem, Chemist 


ee Pet Nov 3 
DELEY, Henry, *: 

8 Gd Doe Bridgnorth > rover Madeley Pet Deo 
h _ nr 


Ben, ae Lewden 2 oem, Worse! 
Barnsley Pet Dec 9 
, Grocer 


mugen ‘Frank Tuomas, — or Birmi 
Bi Pet Dec 7 a D — 


Ber De Bryan, a Cleeth Grocer 
Grimsby Pot Dect Ora Dee ee ay 
Buppex, Wr.raM ones s | ee Upper Festahene 
Casson, Anrau Bt J eyed pal + het td 
ry ames’ ter, Paddington, Manufac'urer’ 
Agent High Court Pet July 90 "Ort Des 








Tuomas Brrvaep Manse.t, Heath Town, 
Wolverhampton, House 


pto Painter Wolve:hampton 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 8 


Favutstiog, Kart Micuast, Chiggechem rd, Harrow rd, 
Baker High Court Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 
Fiamace, Grosee Epwarp, pues Herts, Grocer 8t 
Albans Pet Dec 5 
ii LC, ane Gtockbeoher’s Manager Brighton 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Dec 8 


Gaunxr, p aml Bradford, Mechanic Bradford Pet Dec 
9 Ord Dec9 


Grarrons, ArruuR, Wotan Notts, Boot Maker Sheffield 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Hewer, Cuarces Hame.iy, Cricklade, Wilts, Machinist 
Swindon Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
wer Cardiff, Furnisher Aberdare Pet Dec9 
9 


Hispsox, Wittram, Southwaite, mr Carlisle, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Dec9 Ord Dec? 

Hirst, Hexry, Wyke, Yorks, Wire Drawer Bradford Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec 


Huveos, Fi Fiorexce Aowes, Huddersfield Huddersfield | 
Ord Dec 9 


Pet Dec 9 


Eee, hoe Annis, Stramgeways, Manchester, Cap Peak 
Manuf Manchester "Pot Nov 138 Ord Dee 7 


Levin, og Tredegar, . berman 


egar 

Marrooxs, Samust Grores, spunea, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 

Maycock, Joun, Wisbech St; Peter, Isle of Ely, Cam- 
bridge, Grocer King’s Lynn Pet Dec? Ord Dec 7 

Noreatr, Caargtes Epaunp, ——- Salop, Printer 
Stafford Pet Nov1é Ord Dec 

Paes, Witt1am Epwarp, [iford, Florist Chelmsford Pet 
Dec 7 Deo7 


Ord 
Ricuagp WILu1am, Saige, Coachbuilder 
4 


Pet Novis Ord 
i Bradford, Mason Bradford Pet Dec 7 
Pym, Joux, Levenshulme, Manchester, Coal Merchant 
Manchester Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 : 
Rarity, Witi1aM, Congleton, aon, Caton, Travelling Dra 
prcwlinecleatield Pet Deo? Ord Deo gran. 
cHarps, Tuomas, er theca: er 
Bridgwater Pet Pat Nov 14 ond a4 Dec? 


8 Bex N Hi 
ame, gy ty ein im Paw Tad Manufacturer 


Posers, 


BSayrwoop, Henry, Wenen 
Gloucester Pet Deod Ord Deo 4 


Soarsroven, Henman, U 
ford, Quarry Owner ya Prarord Per Dee On “Ora Dee 8 





Setar, Faaxx Antuoxny Sarra, Wyke 

a B _ Domes SS ae hw Ord Dee oa 

EXTON, AROMIBALD, Bergholt, Essex, ‘ 

<8 Deo 7 Ord Deo? > A 

IMMONS, alter ALFrep, Pensford, Somerset, cher 
Welle Pet Dec8 Ord Deo 8 


Asuby, Bod ny | 
Pet Dec 


Bdge, Glos, Grocer | 





Sith, Steruen, and A.pert Loyspate Woop, Sheffield 
Boot Mak Dec8 Ord Dec8 


Grocer 

Taomas, Samust, Birkenhead, Photographer’s Assistant 
Birkenhead Pet Dec8 O:d Dec 8 

Vamaeet yap ee Tredegar, Builder Tredegar Pet 


Vara resign Het Deo Ord Bet Preston, eae 


1 operon “Bamonton Manchester, Job Master Man- 
chester Pes Dec8 Ord Dec8 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 8: 


| Hanvey, Faepericx James Hexey, Birmingham, Baber 
| Birmingham Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 4 


London Gagette.—Turspay, Dee 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ADEIN, Wane —— Southampton, Tailor Southamp 
ton 2 Ord 


Dec 12 

m, Devon Barnstaple 
12 ss ad tg 

Banpar, Apart Epwarp, Brighton, Baker Brigh' 

i Deo'it Ord Deo 1k” ; 

BBINGS, SAMURL T, Maridon, Devon, Tripe Dresser 
Plymouth Pet Dec 10° Ord Dee 10 
Baarrawatre, Tuomas, East Harkey, nr Northallertrn, 
Yorks, Grocer Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 


Cu: Bol Want Leoton Wells 
LLING, Lieut Lydford, Somerset, Officer 

Pet Oct 31 Ord Deo 12 

Dvuewo! ang peeks, Sadute, Fruiterers 


Epwarps, a ALexaxpen, Buttington, Welsbpool, 
, Baker Newtown Pet Deo 11 Ord Dec 


ll 
Fiera, Ricaarp, Roundhay, ar Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 10 
rd Dec 10 
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Jzrraizs, Joux, Brighton, Laundryman High Sourt Pet 
Novi7 Ord Dee 11 
Kers, Rosrrst Mosean, 
Brighton Pet Nov 23 
Kuieut, — and — Waits, Havant, Hants, Grocers Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 12 
Law, Rosset, Standon, Herts, Grocer Hertford Pet 
D.c10 Ord Deci0 
Lewis, Eowarp, Liwynpia, Glam, Haulier Pontypidd 
Pet Dec11 Ord Dec il 
Owan, Wiu11am, Fourcrosses, Chwilog, Carnarvon, Builder 
Portmadoc Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 11 
Parmer, Aubert Wii.iam, Southsea, Hants, Labourer 
Portemouth Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 10 
Perkins, Taomas Wor.ey, Wellingborough, Northampton, 
Taliow Melter Northampton Pet Decli Ord Dec li 
a WT, Church path, = Acton, Builder Brent- 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Dec 
el. Witiiam io, ‘southport, Confectioner 
iverpool Pet Lec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Roseats, Sanau Evizapera, pistes, Birmingham, Egg 
ealer m Pet Dee10 Ord Dec 10 
a Jacos I, Rood In High Court Pet Nov 16 
10 


P= oy Commission Agent 


Sevewice, Caartes, Gateacre, nr aaah Farmer 


Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 1 


Seman, ae, Whitechapel rd, Boot: Dealer High Court 
Pet "Ord Dec 10 
Simons, 8 L — rd, Canonbury High Court Pet 


Nov 16 Ord Dee 1 

Sirsa, Hues, Cleator Mi ‘oor, my para Farmer White- 
haven Pet Dec 10 Mond Des 

Stitt, Jonx James, North End rd, Fulham, ene 
Merehant High Court Pet Nov 17 Ord Dee 1 

Sweenzy, Rosert, Moss Side, Manchester, Packing Case 

r Manchester Pet Novy27 Ord Des11 

Towxsenp, Louisa, Bridgwater pl, Umbrella Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Taeveaves, W J, Finsbury circus, Insurance Broker High 
Court Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 10 

Wakes, Sauvet, & Co, Bradtord, a Dealers 
Bradford 


Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec 1 
Waxes, Wiuam, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
Pet Dee 12 Ord Dec1 
7 Ivax Mouserave, Sloane st High Court Pet Nov 
Ord Dee 10 
Waite, Russevt Srveais, Sister's avenue, Lavender hill, 
, Medical Practitioner Wandsworth Pet Nov 
19 Ord Lec 10 
Wittiams, +c“ ie, Sotepivan. Llianfihangel, ret Myfyr, 
Denbigh. exham Pet Oec10 Ord Dee 10 
Wamu om Epwarp, St John’s rd, Wood st, 
—ow Painter High Court Pet Novl7 0O.d 
Wricst, Ratrx Cooper, 
Wi ‘orth Pet Deci 


Mortlake, General Dealer 
rd. Dee 11 


11 O 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
n Gezette of Dec 11: 
Suaw, Joszpa A.rrep, Eccles, Insurance Agent Salford 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apseanamu, AtbeRr Groce, Pembroke, —- {Dee 23 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 

Apis, Wiiuas Ropert, Southampton, Tailor Dec 23 at 
12.30 Off Kec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 


ampton 
Bansze, Atpert Enwanp, Brighton, Baker Dec 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, —- nlion bidgs, righton 
Begey, Jans, W orsborough Daie, nr Barnsley, Farmer 
Dec 23 at 10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 
Beray, Heuseet, Prictlewell, Southend on Sea, Builder 
: Dee 30 — The Institute, Clarence rd, Southend on 


> Davin, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Colliery Agent D2c 
23 at 12.30 Off Kec, 117,8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Bagrr, James, West Hartlepool, Uurham, Glass Dealer 
Dec 23 at 230 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 
Beowsine, Bayas, jun, Cleethorpes, Grocer Dec 23 at 11 
Rec, 8t Mary’s chmors, Great Grimsb 
Cospes, Hatsrep Savenr, Bruton, Somerset ee 24at 1.3) 
Off Bec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisb ury 
Deseice, Atpert Epwaap, 8 Coal M: t Dec 
23ati2 Off Rec, 24, Baldwin at, ‘Bristol 
Doougr, Tuomas Brexarp Mansz.t, Heath Town, Wolver- 
House Painter Dec2iatil Off Rec, Wol- 





verhampton 
Favcetion, Kast Micaar., Chippenham rd, Harrow rd, 
Baker Dec29at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Feaus, Caszize Wes.ier, Hednesford 
Dee 24 at 11.20 Off Ree, ee Senne 
eer ts LC, Brighton, Stockbroker’s Dec 23 
Off Kee , 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
y,urleeds Dee 23 at11 Off 


2, 
tty AgTuUR, Worksop, Notts, Bootmaker Dec 23 at 
‘1200 Off Rec, Figtree in, theffield 
Hessuaw. Agruon, Prince Teck bidgs, Earl’s C surt, Corn 
Chaadler Dee 29 at 2.30 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 
, Machinist 


lord, Staffs, 


Hewes, Cuasies ames, Crick Wilts. 
Dee 2 at 11 oa , Regent circus, Swindon 
Hit, Cuarres © cardiff’ Pornmnes Dec 23 at 10.20 Off 


Kee, Post Office che chabra, Pontypridd 
pton, Yorks, Coal Merchant 
Dee 23 at 11 Off Hee, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
Hispsom, Witiiam, Li g , South waite, nr Carlisle, 
Farmer Dee Zatli 2, isher st, Carlisle 
, Baker De: 23 at 12 


om , Fuil e, Derby 
ear | ea P-terstield, Hants, Builder Dec 2% at 12 


junc, High st, Portsmouth 
Laundrywan Vee 2 at 11 


Eowasp, Liw ai *. corps Dec 
'e 4 
iow ? rei, is 2% at 11.30 





Manriy, Eavest At¥arp Gzorce, Humberstone, Leicester, 
——.. Maker Dec 23 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 

Mavycock, Jonx, Wisbech 8t Peter, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, 
Grocer Dec 23 at 12.30 Off Heo, 8, st, Norwich 

Mepaam, Cuar.zs, Folkestone, ing House Keeper 
Dec 23 at 10,30 Off Ree, 68a, _— st, Canterbury 

MortrTraM, ARTHUR, Wharnciiffe 8 de, nr Sheffield, B Builder 
Dee 23 at 12 Off Rec, Names In, Sheffi-ld 

Pa.uer, ALBERT Wituam, Southsea, Hants, Labourer 


Dec 23 at 4 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Peerktss, Taomas Woatry, Wellingborough, Tallow 
Melter Dec 23at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 


Perry, ALBERT, bg my Staffs, Dec 23at 3 Off 
47, 

PaI.uir, Mussaneen, eo | Aynre Parurr, Colne, Lancs, 
ne eae Dec 19 atil Off Rec, 13, Winck- 
ley st, Prestcn 

Puenme, Joun, Chepstow, Mon, Licensed Victualler Dec 
23ati11 Of Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newp:rt, Mon 

Repnovuse, Lewis, Barking rd Canniog Town, Hosier 
Dec 28 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ricuarps, Taomas, Weston super Mare, Bui er Dec 23 at 
11.80 Off 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Rostrox, Hasgy, ‘acksdale Selston, Notts, Painter Dec 23 
at ll Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Scarwzix, Jacos I, In Dec 23 at 2 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, "Carey st 

Srpewickx, Gaaane, Gateacre, nr Liverpool, Farmer Dec 
23 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Szimay, Isaac, itecha rd, Boot Dealer Dec 23 at 3.30 
Bankruptey bldgs, 





Suaw, we ALFRED, , Insurance Agent Dec 23 at 
2 80 ff Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Simmons, Renee A.rreD, Pensford, Somerst, Butcher 
Dec 23 at 1145 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Si muons, 8 L, Pyriand rd, 1, Canonbury Dec 23 at 3 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Simpson, Myra, Pwilheli, See, Draper Dec 23 
at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Kast “4 row, Chester 

STILL, Benne ames, North End rd, Fulham, Provision 

rehant Dec 23 at 11 Bankruptcy 1 , Carey st 

Taae, ‘owes Cuaguss, Hillsborough, Sheffieid, 
Agent Dec 23 at 11.30 Of Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Tayog. CoryNeE.ivs, or Castle Eden, SO, Durham, 
Grocer Dec 23 at Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, 
Sanderland 

Tsomas, Samoet, Birkenhead, Photographer’s Assistant 
Dec 23 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Tuomassos, Erten Bearaice, Cardiff, Printer Dec 23 at 3 
Off Ree, 117, 8t st, Gardift ” 

Towssenxp, ‘Lovisa, Bri gwater p!, Umbrell ie factu 
Dee 23 at 12 Bankruptcy 1) . Sow 

Teenasye, WitiiaM, Maesteg, Collier Dec 23 at 
12 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Card rdiff 

TaeLeaveys, W iJ. Finsbury circus, Insurance Broker Dec 
93 at 12.30 Bankruptcy blags, Carey st 

TotLoce-Garr, Gzrteups Fiorexce, Hove, Sussex Dec 
2atil Off Rec, 4, Pavilion a Brighton 

Vaxvers, Ropert, Myersco' ton, Farmer Dec 
23 at'3.30 Off Rec 13, lester st, Preston 

Warsow, Ivaw Museeave, Sloane at Dec 23 at 1 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Wexcs, Joszrs, Moss Side, Manchester, Job Master Dec 
23 at 3 Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

Waite, Russeit Srurats, Sisters av, Lavender hill, Batter- 
sea, Medical Practitioner Dec 23 at 11.80 182, York rd, 
Westminster Bridge 

W5aitTakes, beng Smallshaw, Burnley, Weaver Dec 
23 at 3.45 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

WuaitTaces, Jouy, Brookside, Wilpshire, Lanes, Cotton 
Spinner Dec 23 at 11.30 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Witiiams, Jons Epwarp, 8t John’s rd, Wood st Wal- 
} a ig Painter Dec 23 at 2.39 Retenhen bldgs, 

arey st 

Wannat, Hasry, Hebers, Middleton, Herb Beer Manufac- 
tarer Dec3iatil Off Ree, Greaves st, Oldham 

Waicat, Ratra Cooper, High at, Mortlake, General 
= Dec 23 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster 

ridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

AseanamM, Atpzrt Georce, Pouheshe, Baker Pembroke 
Dock wt Dec s Ord Dec a 

Assity, Feaxcis Henry, td m, Devon Barnstaple 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee i2 4 

Barses, et ye Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet 
Dec il Ord Dec 11 

Bissrxes, yet, Abert, Compton Mills, Marldon, Devon, 
Tripe Dresser Plymouth Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

Brace, Davin, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Colliery Agent Cardift 

Pet Nov 2 Ord Dec 10 


Beaitawaits, Toomas, East Harlsey, nr SeetheRerten, 
Yorks, Grocer Northallerton Pet Dec 9 

Canozzi, Joseru Louis, Leadenhallst High Cone Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Dec Il 

Deanickx, ALsexc Epwarp, Clevedon, Somerset, Coal Mer- 
chant Bristol PetDec8 Ord Dec 12 

Epwarps, WittiamM Avexanper, Bu'tington, Bah mgm 
a gomery, Baker Newtown Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 


hen, Ricuarp, Roundhay, or Leeds Leeds Pet Dee 10 
Ord Dee 10 


Fietcuer, Auyrzep, Chavel en le Frith, Derby, Photo 
grapher Stockport Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 10 

Ganpsrze, Atyaxzp CHARLes, ld 9g Chiswick 
obaceo Dealer High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 12 

Garey, Feascis, —. Yorks, Saddler Sheffield 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Hawt, Ricuarp Porter, and Feawx Haw, Keswick, Cum- 
Saeeee, Builders orkington Pet Novi9 Ord Dec 


Hrvros, Ricnargp Foster, Skipton, ¥ ks, Coal Merchant 

Bradford Pet Nov 26 Onn Doe Sas 

Humeseeys, Wits, Pay ome NG jinteath 
Miner Portmadoc’ Pet Dee 10 Ord Delon” . 

Houasr, Bares, mwa Hants, Builder , Ra 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10’ 





Dec. 19, 1908, 
Legs, CoaruEs ones, oe Stone OC; enkridge, Stat 
rocer Stafford Pet Dec8 Ord ra Deo 10 
a Savace, Layer. Glam, Haller Pontypridg 
‘et Dec 

Martin, Ervest ALFrep Geores, Humberstone, Leicester, 
Cabinet Maker Leicester Pet Novi4 Ord Deo 11 

Owen, Wittiam, Fourcrosses, Chwilog, enero, Bulle 
Portmadoc "Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

Paimer, Atsert Wituiam, Southsea, I tants, Labourer 
Portsm uth Pet Declo Ord Dec 10 

Perkins, THOMAS a Neg rps , Tale 
Melter Northampton Pet Dec1ll Ord Dec 

Samways, WiLL1AmM Joan, High st, Acton, Coal Medial 
Brentford Pet Nov 16 Ord Dee 11 

Sepewice, te Gateacre, +4 Liverpool, Farme 
Liverpool Pet Dec10 Ord Vec 

Suaw, Joszrpn ALFReD, Eccles, Ae Agent, &alford 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 11 

Smita, Hues, Cleator Moor, Guohateal, Farmer White 
hiven Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 

Sommers, Hesmann accent ames rd, Old Kent ni, 

Sho h Court Pet Ord 19 Ord Dec 11 

Sroxey, Exnezst, Lordship In, Wood Green, 
Farmer Edmonton Pet Oct 12 Ord Dec8 

Totiocu-Gair, GeaTrupe F.oRenox, Hove, Sussex, Pro 
- ¢ of a Nursing Home Brighton Pet Dee 8 

Dec 9 


Waker, Wit114m, Worcester ee Victualler Wor 
cester Pet Decl2 Ord Dec 1 

Wickenpen, Wittiam Tuomas, Landport, Hants, Baker 
Portsmouth Pet Nov 26 Ord D 

Wiis, Janz, yy Glyn Mtr, Buti, Far 

wer Wrexham Pet Dec 10 Ord D 

Wiven Joux Henay, Rock Ferry, Chechire Birkenhead 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Dec 10 

Waiaat, Ratrx Cooper, High st, L pony] General Dealer 
Wandsworth Pet Nov 11 Ord Nou 

Amended Notice substituted for that sihibdind in the 
London Gazette of Dec 4: 

SuerrigtD, ALFRED JAMEs, ,=—7y st, Auctioneer High 

Court Pet Aug 27 Ord Nov 30 








A SHEET ALMANACK FOR THE YEAR 
1909 IS ISSUED WITH THIS NUMBER. 


CRANLEIGH SCHOOL, SURREY. 


Church of England Public School. Incorporated by 
Pe gang Kees £39 (in Preparatory House), £45, 
annum, Boys are prepared for the Uni. 
versities, t a ietomen, and for Professional and Commercial 
life. Valuable scholarships to the Universities. Entrance 
Scholarships of £20 for Bos under Thirteen. The follow. 
ing are members-of > Governing Body :—The Lord Uhuef 
Justice of &ngland. . Justice Bray, George Le Esq, 
K.C., M.P., and C. ero ke Gi Cnadwyck Heal aley, Haq. 0.8., K-0— 
Ap ions for admission = ” ressed to ‘the Rev, 
q. Pe SEAM, D.D., 


Le, (good references) offers well-fur- 

iiting, two Bedrooms; elecéric light; hot 

; excellent board (optional) ; close station (Waterloo 

16 bados), ” ovtod Tube, City.—35, Portman-avenue, East 
Sheen, 8.W. 


LASS PARTNERSHIP Required in well- 

hed Country Practice (Midlands preferred) 
by Solicitor (2/), Public School and University man, wih 
£3,000 or more ; accustome 1 to work without supervision, 
—Paruculara wo Agnotp & Co., 60, Queen Victoria-strest, 
London, E.C. 


AW PARTNERSHIP Required by 

Solicitor (29), Pablic School and Uaiversity man, 

wih £8,.00 to £5,000, in a well-established Conveyancing 

or General Practice; Midlands or London preferre1; 

sbare required about £750 per one. —Apply, Aesoup 
& Co., 60, Qaeen Victoria-street, E.0. 


ANTED, Managing Clerk for Common 

Law, County Court, Probate, Divorce, and Com- 

pany work in Londoa; sg) 25-30; must have beea 

accustomed to act withous supervision ; ; salary £23 2s.— 

Box 352, care of “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Casacery- 
lane, w.c, 


ERY fine Suites of Rooms to be Let ia 

a handsoms building in spleadid position just off 

G:osveno:-square; would suis solicitor, accountaut, or 

other professional geatleman,—Full particulars apply 
W. Buewect Tvsss, Surveyor, 37, sarbican, B.O. 


sTSREAM PREPARATORY SCHOUL. 
Rev. P, MORGAN WATKINS, M.A., Scholar of 
Winchesver irasenose, Recsives BOYS t> be Pre- 
red for the Pablic Schools and Royal Navy at the 
Be ene, Oaterham-on-the-Hill, - 





























AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
ea ee ee ep ollowi -g 
er a. 4, 
Abstracts oe oe O sheet. 
Seen Date rae | 3 per 20 foliose 
Deeds Round Hand .,, ««. 0 2 per folio, 
peste Abstracted eee eee 2 0 


ull Copies 0 2 per folio, 
PAPER. Yoolscay, 14."per ‘chest; Death, ga. ditto 
Parchment, is. 6d. to be, 6d. per akin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, 5,0 
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